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1.0  INTRODUCTION 

This  document  contains  all  public  comments  received  on  the  Draft  Supplemental  Environmental  Impact 
Statement/Supplemental  Environmental  Impact  Report  (Draft  SEIS/SEIR)  prepared  for  the  Central 
Subway  Project  and  the  responses  to  those  comments.  Following  this  introduction,  Chapter  2.0  contains  a 
list  of  all  persons  and  organizations  who  submitted  written  comments  on  the  Draft  SEIS/SEIR  during  the 
public  review  period  from  October  17  through  December  10,  2007  or  who  testified  at  the  San  Francisco 
Planning  Commission  public  hearing  on  the  Draft  SEIS/SEIR  held  on  November  15,  2007. 

Chapters  3.0  and  4.0  contain  the  comments  and  responses.  Section  3.0  contains  written  comment  letters 
received  by  the  Planning  Department  during  the  public  comment  period.  Section  4.0  contains  transcribed 
comincnts  made  at  the  public  hearing  on  the  Draft  SEIS/SEIR  and  the  responses  to  each  of  those 
comments.  Comments  are  grouped  by  person  commenting,  rather  than  by  topic,  to  allow  commenters  to 
easily  find  the  responses  to  their  comment(s).  As  the  subject  matter  of  one  comment  may  overlap  with 
that  of  others,  the  reader  may  be  referred  to  another  response  for  a  complete  answer  to  a  particular 
comment.  Each  comment  letter  on  the  Draft  SEIS/SEIR  has  been  given  a  letter  identifier  and  each 
comment  has  been  given  an  identifying  number.  The  comments  made  at  the  public  hearing  have  each 
been  given  a  comment  number.  Each  substantive  comment  on  the  Draft  SEIS/SEIR  is  labeled  with  a 
number  in  the  margin,  and  the  responses  to  each  comment  follows  each  letter. 

Chapter  5.0  contains  the  staff  initiated  changes  to  the  Draft  SEIS/SEIR.  The  staff-initiated  changes,  made 
by  the  preparers,  revise  text  of  the  Draft  SEIS/SEIR  to  correct  or  clarify  information  presented  in  the 
Final  SEIS/SEIR.  All  the  revisions  to  the  text  of  Volume  I,  whether  from  responses  to  comments  or  staff 
initiated  changes,  are  shown  by  underlining  the  text.  Text  that  was  deleted  is  shown  with  a  strikeout. 

The  responses  to  comments  included  in  the  Final  SEIS/SEIR,  Volume  II,  respond  solely  to  comments  on 
the  adequacy  of  the  approach,  analysis,  and  information  in  the  Draft  SEIS/SEIR.  Some  comments 
received  did  not  pertain  to  physical  environmental  effects  of  the  Project,  but  responses  may  be  included  to 
provide  information  for  use  by  decision  makers.  Comments  regarding  the  merits  of  and  need  for  the 
Central  Subway  Project  will  be  considered  by  the  San  Francisco  Municipal  Transportation  Agency 
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(MTA)  as  part  of  the  project  approval  process.  A  decision  regarding  approval  of  the  Project  will  be  made 
subsequent  to  certification  (determination  of  completeness)  of  the  Final  SEIS/SEIR.  In  order  to  approve 
the  Project,  the  MTA  will  need  to  adopt  a  "Statement  of  Overriding  Considerations,"  as  required  by 
CEQA,  to  explain  the  public  good  that  would  be  achieved  by  implementation  of  the  project  despite  the 
significant  and  unavoidable  impacts  that  have  been  identified  in  the  environmental  document. 

The  text  of  the  SEIS/SEIR,  with  the  recommended  text  changes  incorporated,  is  contained  in  Volume  I  of 
this  Final  SEIS/SEIR. 
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2.0     LIST  OF  PERSONS  COMMENTING 

The  following  lists  identify  all  groups,  agencies,  or  individuals  commenting  on  the  Draft  SEIS/SEIR. 
Each  comment  letter  and  each  person  commenting  at  the  public  hearing  has  been  given  a  letter  identifier 
as  noted  below  based  on  the  order  in  which  their  comments  were  received. 

Comment  Letters/Forms  Page  No. 

A.  Larry  Chin  3-2 

B.  Joan  Wood  3-10 

C.  goodshoped351 10s@gmail.com  3-12 

D.  Ron  Lee  3-14 

E.  Michael  Wiebracht  3-16 

F .  Jonathan  Leong  3-18 

G.  Cynthia  Joe,  member,  Presbyterian  Church  in  Chinatown  3-20 

H.  Sabina  Chen,  Executive  Director,  Chinese  Culture  Foundation  of  San  Francisco  3-22 

I.  Lee  Goodin  3-26 

J.  Sarah  Wan,  Executive  Director,  CYC  3-36 

K.  Jeanne  Quock  3-38 

L.  Terry  Roberts,  Director,  State  Clearinghouse  3-42 

M.     Harvey  Louie,  President,  Chinatown  Transportation  Research  and  Improvement 

Project  3-45 

N.     Cindy  Wu,  Community  Plarming  Manager,  Chinatown  Community  Development 

Center  3-47 

O.  Tony  Huang  3-49 

P.  Alan  Ma  3-51 

Q.  Connie  Zhang  3-53 

R.  Robert  Beck,  Senior  Program  Manager,  Transbay  Joint  Powers  Authority  3-55 

S.  Mary  E.  Gilpatrick  3-67 

T.  Sabina  Chen,  Executive  Director,  Chinese  Culture  Foundation  of  San  Francisco  3-70 

U.  Wells  Whitney,  Chair  of  the  Board  and  Claudine  Cheng,  Treasurer,  RENEWSF  3-73 

V.  Peter  Hartman,  Member,  Community  Advisory  Group  3-75 
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W.     Homer  Teng,  Coordinator,  Chinatown  Families  Economic  Self- Sufficiency 

Coalition  3.77 

X.     Alan  R.  Zahradnik,  Plarming  Director,  Golden  Gate  Bridge  Highway  & 

Transportation  District  3-81 

Y.  Mark  Scott  3-88 

Z.  Peter  Straus,  SFMTA  Service  Planning  3.9O 

AA.  Vedica  Puri,  President,  Telegraph  Hill  Dwellers  3-93 

AB .  Dorothy  Dugger,  General  Manager,  BART  3-121 

AC.  Lisa  Harris,  Principal,  Russ  Gumina,  Director,  and  Father  John  Itzaina,  Pastor, 

Saints  Peter  and  Paul  Salesian  School,  Boys'  and  Girls'  Club,  and  Church  3-140 

AD .  Gerald  Cauthen  3  - 1 42 

AE.  John  Elblerling,  President/CEO,  TODCO  3-155 

AF.  David  Mote,  Moderator,  and  Mary  Wong  Leong,  Clerk,  Presbj^erian  Church 

in  Chinatown  3-165 

AG.  MorayaKhan  3-172 

AH.  Bridget  Maley,  President,  Landmarks  Preservation  Advisory  Board  3-174 

AL    Yomi  Agunbiade,  General  Manager,  Recreation  and  Park  Department,  City  and 

County  of  San  Francisco  3-182 

AJ.    Howard  Wong  3-186 

AK.  Connell  Dunning  for  Nova  Blazej,  Manager,  Environmental  Review  Office, 

United  States  Environmental  Protection  Agency  3-191 

AL.    Sidney  Chan,  President,  Chinese  Chamber  of  Commerce 

Doreen  Der-McCloud,  Executive  Director,  Donaldina  Cameron  House 
Guang  Wu  Chen,  President,  Ping  Yuen  Residents  Improvement  Association 
Yuk  Gui  Zhong,  Vice  President,  Community  Tenants  Association 

Gordon  Chin,  Executive  Director,  Chinatown  Community  Development  Center  3-198 

AM.  Steve  Heminger,  Executive  Director,  Metropolitan  Transportation  Commission  3-213 

AN.  J.  Gregg  Miller,  Jr.,  Pillsbury  Winthrop  Shaw  Pittman  LLP  3-215 

AO.  John  Tsang,  Hoy-Sun  Yung  Benevolent  Association  3-220 

Public  Hearing  Comments 

•  Wells  Whitney,  RENEW  SF  (PH- 1 )  4-50 

•  Tony  Gantner,  North  Beach  Merchants  Association  (PH-2  and  PH-3)  4-50 

•  Stephen  Taber,  San  Francisco  Planning  and  Urban  Research  Association  (PH-4  thru  PH-6)  4-50 

•  David  Chiu,  Small  Business  Commission  and  Community  Advisory  Group  of  the  Central 
Subway  (PH-7  thru  PH-9)  4-51 

•  Marlene  Tran,  Visitacion  Valley  Agents  Alliance  (PH- 10)  4-51 
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•  Bonnie  Shiu,  Visitacion  Valley  Parent  Association  (PH- 11)  4-51 

•  Ken  Nim,  Visitacion  Valley  Community  Development  Corporation  (PH-12  and  PH-13)  4-52 

•  Wayne  Hu,  Chinese  Chamber  of  Commerce  (PH-14  and  PH-15)  4-52 

•  Sabina  Chen,  Chinese  Culture  Foundation  of  San  Francisco  (PH-16  and  PH-17)  4-52 

•  Ronnie  Rhoe,  Chinese  Affirmative  Action  (PH-18)  4-53 

•  Guang  Wu  Chen,  Ping  Yuen  Resident  Improvement  Association  (PH-19  and  PH-20)  4-53 

•  Anna  Chang,  Community  Tenants  Association  (PH-21  and  PH-22)  4-54 

•  Doreen  Der-McLeod,  Donaldina  Cameron  House  (PH-23)  4-54 

•  Leon  Chow,  San  Francisco  Chinese  Progressive  Association  (PH-24)  4-54 

•  Cynthia  Joe,  Presbyterian  Church  in  Chinatown  (PH-25  thru  PH-30)  4-54 

•  David  Lee,  Presbyterian  Church  in  Chinatown  (PH-3 1  and  PH-32)  4-55 

•  Ben  Lee,  Chinatown  Photographic  Association  (PH-33  and  PH-34)  4-55 

•  Joan  Wood,  Telegraph  Hill  Dwellers  and  Friends  of  Washington  Square  (PH-35  thru  PH-38)....4-56 

•  Cindy  Wu,  Chinatown  Community  Development  Center  (PH-39  and  PH-40)  4-57 

•  April  Vemanocin,  South  of  Market  Community  Action  Network  (PH-41  thru  PH-43)  4-57 

•  Ernestine  Weiss  (PH-44)  4-58 

•  Pauline  Peel,  Bay  View  Community  Advisory  Group  (PH-45)  4-58 

•  Inna  Chen,  Adopt  An  Alleyway  (PH-46  thru  PH-48)  4-58 

•  Planning  Commissioner  Antonini  (PH-49  thru  PH-57)  4-58 

•  Planning  Commissioner  Lee  (PH-58  thru  PH-63)  4-60 

•  Planning  Commissioner  Sugaya  (PH-64)  4-61 


To  facilitate  review  of  the  document,  a  cross  reference  listing  is  also  provided  below  summarizing  the 
comments  by  agency,  organization,  and  those  responding  as  individuals.  Bulleted  comments  were  part  of 
the  Public  Hearing  transcript. 

Federal  Agencies 

AK.  Council  Dunning  for  Nova  Blazej,  Manager,  Environmental  Review  Office, 


United  States  Environmental  Protection  Agency  3-191 

State  Agencies 

L.      Terry  Roberts,  Director,  State  Clearinghouse  3-42 
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Regional  Agencies 

X.     Alan  R.  Zahradnik,  Planning  Director,  Golden  Gate  Bridge  Highway  & 

Transportation  District  3-81 

AB .  Dorothy  Dugger,  General  Manager,  BART  3-121 

AM.  Steve  Heminger,  Executive  Director,  Metropolitan  Transportation  Commission  3-213 

Local  Agencies 

R.     Robert  Beck,  Senior  Program  Manager,  Transbay  Joint  Powers  Authority  3-55 

Z.      Peter  Straus,  SFMTA  Service  Planning  3-89 

AH.  Bridget  Maley,  President,  Landmarks  Preservation  Advisory  Board  3-174 

AL    Yomi  Agunbiade,  General  Manager,  Recreation  and  Park  Department,  City  and 

County  of  San  Francisco  3-182 

•  Planning  Commissioner  Antonini  (PH-49  thru  PH-57)  4-58 

•  Planning  Commissioner  Lee  (PH-58  thru  PH-63)  4-60 

•  Planning  Commissioner  Sugaya  (PH-64)  4-61 

Organizations 

G.  Cynthia  Joe,  member,  Presbyterian  Church  in  Chinatown  3-20 

H.  Sabina  Chen,  Executive  Director,  Chinese  Culture  Foundation  of  San  Francisco  3-22 

J.      Sarah  Wan,  Executive  Director,  CYC  3-36 

M.     Harvey  Louie,  President,  Chinatown  Transportation  Research  and  Improvement 

Project  3-45 

N.     Cindy  Wu,  Community  Planning  Manager,  Chinatown  Community  Development 

Center  3-47 

T.      Sabina  Chen,  Executive  Director,  Chinese  Culture  Foundation  of  San  Francisco  3-70 

U.     Wells  Whitney,  Chair  of  the  Board  and  Claudine  Cheng,  Treasurer,  RENEWSF  3-73 

V.     Peter  Hartman,  Member,  Community  Advisory  Group   3-75 

W.     Homer  Teng,  Coordinator,  Chinatown  Families  Economic  Self-Sufficiency 

Coalition  3-77 

AA.  Vedica  Puri,  President,  Telegraph  Hill  Dwellers  3-93 

AC.  Lisa  Harris,  Principal,  Russ  Gumina,  Director,  and  Father  John  Itzaina,  Pastor, 

Saints  Peter  and  Paul  Salesian  School,  Boys'  and  Girls'  Club,  and  Church  3-140 

AE.  John  Elblerling,  President/CEO,  TODCO  3-155 

AF.  David  Mote,  Moderator,  and  Mary  Wong  Leong,  Clerk,  Presbyterian  Church 

in  Chinatown  3-165 
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AL.    Sidney  Chan,  President,  Chinese  Chamber  of  Commerce 

Doreen  Der-McCloud,  Executive  Director,  Donaldina  Cameron  House 
Guang  Wu  Chen,  President,  Ping  Yuen  Residents  Improvement  Association 
Yuk  Gui  Zhong,  Vice  President,  Community  Tenants  Association 

Gordon  Chin,  Executive  Director,  Chinatown  Community  Development  Center  3-198 

AN.  J.  Gregg  Miller,  Jr.,  Pillsbury  Winthrop  Shaw  Pittman  LLP  3-215 

AO.  John  Tsang,  Hoy-Sun  Yung  Benevolent  Association  3-220 

•  Wells  Whitney,  RENEW  SF  (PH-1)  4-50 

•  Tony  Gantner,  North  Beach  Merchants  Association  (PH-2  and  PH-3)  4-50 

•  Stephen  Taber,  San  Francisco  Planning  and  Urban  Research  Association  (PH-4  thru  PH-6)  4-50 

•  David  Chiu,  Small  Business  Commission  and  Community  Advisory  Group  of  the  Central 
Subway  (PH-7  thru  PH-9)  4-51 

•  Marlene  Tran,  Visitacion  Valley  Agents  Alliance  (PH-10)  4-51 

•  Bonnie  Shiu,  Visitacion  Valley  Parent  Association  (PH-1 1)  4-51 

•  Ken  Nim,  Visitacion  Valley  Community  Development  Corporation  (PH-1 2  and  PH-1 3)  4-52 

•  Wayne  Hu,  Chinese  Chamber  of  Commerce  (PH-1 4  and  PH-1 5)  4-52 

•  Sabina  Chen,  Chinese  Culture  Foundation  of  San  Francisco  (PH-1 6  and  PH-1 7)  4-52 

•  Ronnie  Rhoe,  Chinese  Affirmative  Action  (PH-1 8)  4-53 

•  Guang  Wu  Chen,  Ping  Yuen  Resident  Improvement  Association  (PH-1 9  and  PH-20)  4-53 

•  Anna  Chang,  Community  Tenants  Association  (PH-21  and  PH-22)  4-54 

•  Doreen  Der-McLeod,  Donaldina  Cameron  House  (PH-23)  4-54 

•  Leon  Chow,  San  Francisco  Chinese  Progressive  Association  (PH-24)  4-54 

•  Cynthia  Joe,  Presbyterian  Church  in  Chinatown  (PH-25  thru  PH-30)  4-54 

•  David  Lee,  Presbyterian  Church  in  Chinatown  (PH-3 1  and  PH-32)  4-55 

•  Ben  Lee,  Chinatown  Photographic  Association  (PH-33  and  PH-34)  4-55 

•  Joan  Wood,  Telegraph  Hill  Dwellers  and  Friends  of  Washington  Square  (PH-35  thru  PH-38)....4-56 

•  Cindy  Wu,  Chinatown  Community  Development  Center  (PH-39  and  PH-40)  4-57 

•  April  Vemanocin,  South  of  Market  Community  Action  Network  (PH-4 1  thru  PH-43)  4-57 

•  Pauline  Peel,  Bay  View  Community  Advisory  Group  (PH-45)  4-58 

•  Inna  Chen,  Adopt  An  Alleyway  (PH-46  thru  PH-48)  4-58 

Individuals 

A.  Larry  Chin  3-2 

B.  Joan  Wood  3-10 

C.  goodshoped35 1 10s@gmail.com  3-12 
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D.  Ron  Lee  3-14 

E .  Michael  Wiebracht  3-16 

F .  Jonathan  Leong  3-18 

I.      LeeGoodin  3-26 

K.     Jeanne  Quock  3-38 

O.     Tony  Huang  3-49 

P.      Alan  Ma  3-51 

Q .     Connie  Zhang  3-53 

S.      Mary  E.  Gilpatrick  3-67 

Y.     Mark  Scott  3-87 

AD.  Gerald  Cauthen  3-136 

AG.  MorayaKhan  3-166 

A  J.    Howard  Wong  3-180 

•       Ernestine  Weiss  (PH-44)  4-58 
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3.0  WRITTEN  COMMENTS  AND  RESPONSES 

This  chapter  includes  a  copy  of  the  comment  letters  received  during  the  public  review  period  on  the  Draft 
SEIS/SEIR  and  responses  to  those  comments.  Each  letter  is  labeled  with  a  letter  identifier  and  each 
substantive  comment  on  the  Draft  SEIS/SEIR  is  labeled  with  a  number  in  the  margin  of  the  letter.  The 
responses  to  each  comment  in  each  letter  are  presented  immediately  following  the  letter. 

Text  changes  to  the  Draft  SEIS/SEIR  resulting  from  comments  are  also  presented  in  this  chapter  and  are 
included  as  part  of  the  responses.  Text  that  has  been  added  is  underlined  and  text  that  has  been  deleted  is 
shown  with  a  strikethrough.  The  intent  of  these  text  changes  is  to  clarify  or  amplify  information  already 
provided  in  the  Draft  SEIS/SEIR.  The  text  changes  do  not  present  any  new  information  that  would  alter 
the  analysis  or  conclusions  presented  in  the  Draft  SEIS/SEIR. 
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Letter  A 


770  Stockton  Street 
San  Francisco,  CA  94108 


RECEIVED 


Joan  Kugler 
Bill  Wycko 

San  Francisco  Planning  Department 
Central  Subway  Draft  SEIS/SEIR 
1650  Mission  Street 
San  Francisco,  CA  94103 


OCT  2  2  200? 


CITY  &  COUNTY  OF  S.l. 


PIAN'NING  Dfii'AfU  MEN  I 


RE:  Central  Subway/Chinatown  extension- 
Demolitions,  disruptions,  community  outreach 


October  18,  2007 

To  the  Planning  Department  and  city  officials: 

On  behalf  of  many  residents  of  Chinatown,  I  am  expressing  my  continued  opposition  to  the 
proposed  Chinatown  extension  of  the  Central  Subway,  the  displacement  and  destruction  of  vital 
businesses  and  housing  along  the  Stockton  Street  corridor,  and  the  potential  unintended  damage 
to  all  properties  along  Stockton  Street  during  construction. 

I  have  received  a  copy  of  the  SEIR/SEiS  draft.  Nothing  in  this  report  adequately  ddresses 
concerns  that  i  and  other  individuals  have  expressed  in  the  relatively  few  (and  poorly 
promoted/planned/attended)  "community  outreach"  meetings  that  your  department,  the  City,  and 
the  Chinatown  leadership  liave  offered. 

I  have  opposed  the  need  for  this  politically-driven  pork  barrel  project  from  the  beginning.  A 
sul}way  system  is  redundant.  Transit  along  Stockton  Street  has  been  adequately  met  by  existing 
bus  systems.  I  believe  that  Chinatown's  citizens  feel  the  same  way,  In  spite  of  top-down 
speculations  and  projections  of  politicians,  and  a  Chinatown  political  and  business  establishment 
that  is  Itioroughly  out  of  touch  with  ordinary  citizens. 

At  best,  the  disruption  and  damage  from  the  construction  of  this  redundant  subway—one  that 
merely  adds  new  layers  of  congestion  to  existing  bus  routes— far  outweighs  any  incremental  gain 
in  time  to  get  distance  from  the  proposed  Chinatown  station  to  Market  Street,  where  the  vast 
majority  of  commuters  transfer  to  the  Muni  metro  to  other  Chines©  neighborhoods  in  the  city. 
Particularly  in  light  of  the  failure  so  far  of  the  T-Third  line,  I  am  extremely  skeptical  about  a  similar 
incursion  into  Chinatown. 

This  .subway  extension  is  v/indow  dressing  for  city  officials,  but  offers  little  for  commuters  and 
tourists  In  and  out  of  Chinatown,  and,  most  importantly,  damages  Chinatown  for  those  v/ho  live 
and  work  along  Stockton  Street. 

The  manner  in  which  this  proposed  subway  extension  is  being  imposed  upon  the  Chinatown 
community  is  despicable.  In  additiori  to  littio  or  poor  direct  contact  with  Chinatown  citizens 
(on  the  part  of  every  agency  and  organization  involved),  there  has  been  extremely  poor  media 
coverage,  and  an  almost  complete  lack  of  materials  in  Chinese.  This  project  is  being  shoved 
down  our  throats  witimut  the  f<nowledga,  permission,  and  input  of  those  most  affected. 

The  vast  majority  of  people  who  live  and  v/ork  on  Stockton  Street  (most  of  whom  do  not  speak  or 
read  English,  are  too  busy  to  attend  civic  meetings,  etc.)  today,  years  later,  still  have  not  been 
properly  informed  about  the  planned  disruptions  that  a  huge  bureaucratic  machine  is  imposing  on 
the  people  most  affected. 

Take  this  latest  draft.  The  oniy  notice  Chinatown  itself  received  about  the  new  SEII^SEIS  report 
has  come  In  the  form  of  a  few  English-only  notices  crudely  taped  on  light  poles  along  Stockton 
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Street.  They  look  like  junk  mailers  and  few  people  have  stopped  to  read  them.  They  are  in 
English  only.  This  is  inadequate  and  Insulting. 

To  add  to  the  insult,  not  only  is  the  SEIS/SEIR  Itself  only  In  English,  it  fs  only  available  online  at 
an  SFMTA  web  site.  Problem:  very  few  residents  and  business  owners  of  Chinatown  have  the 
language  capability  to  read  this  arcane  report,  and  even  fewer  have  the  computers  with  which  to 
access  this  report.  Chinatown  is  low  incomell  The  web  site  is  also  extremely  cumbersome  to 
download,  even  for  those  with  computers. 

Providing  the  report  In  person  at  the  SPMTA  office  is  a  poor  option.  Few  Chinatown  merchants  or 
residents  have  the  time  during  the  work  day  to  obtain  a  copy  of  the  report  In  person. 

Regarding  the  SEIR/SEIS  report  itself,  I  have  many  concerns. 

I  am  particularly  alarmed  by  the  proposed  demolltlions  of  the  properties  at  814-32S 
Stockton  or  933-949  Stockton  to  accommodate  a  Chinatown  station.  According  to  your 
report,  these  and  other  properties  along  Stockton  Street  were  very  casually  targeted  for 
demolition  "affera  walkaround  with  Chinatown  community  members'.  In  other  words,  the 
properties  in  which  vital  Chinatown  businesses  operate,  and  predominantly  tow-income  residents 
live,  will,  largely  without  their  knowledge  and  input,  be  demolished,  dislocated,  forced  to  shut 
down.  On  whose  orders,  and  with  whose  permission?  Who  were  these  "members'"  who  so 
cavalierty  deemed  which  businesses  will  be  closed,  and  who  will  be  forcibly  evicted? 

What  is  going  to  happen  to  the  many  people  who  will  be  evicted  from  housing  and  businesses 
that  they  have  operated  for  decades?  How  will  the  proposed  destruction  of  these  businesses, 
residences  and  lives  ever  be  'mitigated"?  Certainly  not  by  taking  rubble  from  properties  and 
putting  this  rubble  into  "museums".  Your  projections  fail  to  address  the  fact  that  the  negative 
Impact  of  even  one  business  or  a  single  residential  unit  in  Chinatown  is  magnified  exponentially, 
because  of  the  closeknit  nature  of  the  neighbortiood.  Again,  a  "shiny  new  transit  system"  does  not 
make  up  for  such  losses. 

Today  (10/18/07),  I  asked  several  business  operators  at  the  two  demolition  addresses  if  they  are 
aware  that  their  building  has  been  targeted.  Approximately  one  out  of  ten  were  unaware  of 
demolition  plans.  (The  notices  taped  along  the  street  have  clearly  not  been  seen,  read  or 
understood.)  The  one  operator  who  was  aware  of  demolition  plans  was  outraged  at  the 
probability  that  his  long-established  business  would  be  forced  to  close,  and  expressed  anger  at 
being  a  poweriess  "small  fish"  to  gel  the  attention  of  politicians,  city  officials  or  community 
"leaders". 

I  also  remain  deeply  concemed  about  the  potential  physical  damage  that  may  be  done  to  all 
properties  along  Stockton  Street  due  to  vibration  from  the  construction,  and,  longer-term  vibration 
from  the  operation  of  the  subway  itself.  Every  building  along  Stockton  Street  and  the  proposed 
tunnel  is  historic,  many  built  on  masonry  foundations.  My  property,  for  Instance,  is  an  historic 
building  within  200  feet  of  a  proposed  station  location.  What  exactly  will  happen  to  my  building 
when  "ambient  vibration"  rattles  the  walls  and  foundation?  What  inconveniences  will  be  suffered 
by  my  tenants,  many  of  whom  are  elderty?  Besides  vague  promises  to  "mitigate"  vibration,  I  see 
no  convincing  evidence  that  collateral  damage  around  the  construction  site  will  be  zero. 

It  also  goes  without  saying  that  severe  traffic  congestion  and  inconvenience  during  constmctlon 
will  make  working  and  living  along  Stockton  Street  intolerable  for  all  of  its  residents. 

There  are  other  negative  "impacts"  that  a  Chinatown  subway  extension  will  introduce,  and 
officials  have  failed  to  address  most  of  them.  These  Include  the  likely  influx  of  crime,  more 
homelessness  (epidemic  aiready  In  Chinatown),  even  more  vandalism  and  graffiti  (also  epidemic 
and  worsening  throughout  Chinatown),  and  nightmare  scenarios  for  the  neighborhood,  such  as 
major  earthquakes  and  terror  scenarios  (streetcar  bombings). 
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In  short,  the  SEIS/SEIR  Is  vague,  self-serving  and  unresponsive. 

Not  only  must  "outreach"  to  Chinatown's  citizenry  be  dramatically  Increased,  immediately  and 
directly,  and  in  their  language,  the  residents,  tenants  and  business  operators  of  Stockton  Street 
deserve  a  direct  vote  on  the  project  and  every  single  aspect  of  it.  We  deseive  a  say.  We  deserve 
the  right  to  oppose.  We  are  taiking  about  a  large  scale  and  unwelcome  intrusion  into  our 
livelihoods  and  lives. 

Personally,  I  will  continue  to  oppose  the  subway  extension,  and  will  support  any  and  all 
opposition  from  other  Chinatown  residents  and  business  owners,  untii  we  are  given  far  more 
convincing  evidence  that  we  stand  to  benefit,  in  any  way,  from  years  of  construction  nightmares, 
forced  dislocations,  property  damage  and  unanticipated  consequences. 
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Reponses  to  Letter  A 
A-1 

Commenter's  opposition  to  the  project  due  to  displacement  of  residences  and  businesses  is  noted. 
Comments  received  at  public  meetings  have  been  responded  to  and  the  project  alternatives  have  been 
modified  and  refined  throughout  the  project's  history  in  response  to  public  input.  The  project 
development  history  is  outlined  in  the  SEIS/SEIR  on  pages  2-52  through  2-62.  As  detailed  in  Section  1.3 
of  Volume  1,  there  is  a  need  for  transportation  improvements  in  the  Central  Subway  Corridor  to  meet 
expanding  population  and  employment.  The  majority  of  letters  and  comments  received  during  the  55-day 
public  comment  period  for  the  SEIS/SEIR  expressed  support  for  the  Central  Subv^ay  Project.  Many  of 
these  letters  and  comments  came  from  Chinatown  residents  and  community  organizations  in  support  of 
the  project. 

A-2 

The  Central  Subway  Project  is  projected  to  generate  approximately  18,470  to  21,010  net  new  transit 
riders  on  the  corridor  compared  to  the  No  Project  Alternative  by  2030.  The  increase  is  ridership  can  be 
attributed  to  improvements  in  service  reliability  and  reductions  in  travel  time  (over  10  minutes  savings 
between  Fourth  and  King  Streets  and  Chinatown).  The  buses  currently  serving  Chinatown  and  Union 
Square  are  routinely  delayed  by  surface  congestion  on  Stockton  Street  due  to  the  narrow  width  of  the 
street  and  competing  demands  for  street  space  by  autos,  buses,  bicycles,  trucks,  and  pedestrians.  In  2030, 
these  bus  lines  would  carry  about  5,280  passengers  during  the  p.m.  peak  period  in  the  Central  Subway 
corridor.  By  providing  an  exclusive  transit  right-of-way  underground,  the  congestion  problems  would  be 
reduced.  Trains  would  be  able  to  operate  much  faster  as  they  would  not  be  subject  to  surface  congestion 
and  traffic  controls  and  there  would  be  only  a  limited  number  of  stops.  This  not  only  improves  service  to 
existing  transit  passengers,  but  is  also  expected  to  generate  new  transit  riders  to  the  system. 

Achieving  these  transit  improvements  would  require  an  extended  construction  period  of  from  SVi  to  6 
years  that  would  result  in  disruption  to  the  residents  and  businesses  along  the  corridor.  These  impacts  are 
described  in  Chapter  6.0,  Construction  Methods,  Impacts,  and  Mitigation,  of  the  SEIS/SEIR.  The  San 
Francisco  Municipal  Transportation  Agency  (SFMTA)  will  ultimately  make  the  decision  as  to  whether 
the  project  should  be  approved  based  on  the  project  benefits  and  impacts  and  responses  to  public 
comments  outlined  in  the  Final  SEIS/SEIR. 
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A-3 

During  the  planning  and  project  development  phase  of  the  Central  Subway,  public  presentations  were 
made  to  community  groups  and  stakeholders  along  the  corridor.  Many  of  these  meetings  were  held  in 
Chinatown  or  with  representatives  from  the  Chinatown  community.  Informational  materials  pertaining  to 
the  project  have  been  made  available  in  English,  Chinese,  and  Spanish  to  ensure  a  broad  distribution  of 
information.  The  newsletter  on  the  Central  Subway  website  is  posted  in  Chinese.  Representatives  of  the 
project  have  attended  community  events  in  Chinatown,  such  as  the  Harvest  Moon  and  Chinese  New  Year 
festivals,  to  distribute  project-related  information.  In  addition  the  Community  Advisory  Group  for  the 
project  included  representatives  from  the  Chinese  Chamber  of  Commerce,  Chinatown  Community 
Development  Center,  and  Chinatown  TRIP.  Chapter  11.0  Coordination  and  Consultation  provides  a 
summary  of  the  outreach  effort  conducted  for  the  project. 

To  provide  opportunities  for  public  comment  during  the  environmental  review  process,  a  public  scoping 
meeting  was  held  in  June  2005  and  additional  public  meetings  were  held  in  October  2006  to  inform  the 
public  of  updates  to  the  project.  When  the  Draft  SEIS/SEIR  was  released  on  October  17,  2007,  a  press 
conference  was  held  in  Chinatown  with  the  Chinese  press  and  an  article  about  the  Central  Subway  and  the 
availability  of  the  environmental  document  was  published  in  Chinese  the  following  day  in  the  Sing  Tao 
Daily  newspaper.  The  Draft  SEIS/SEIR  was  mailed  to  those  who  had  previously  requested  copies,  the 
Notice  of  Availability  was  mailed  to  those  expressing  general  interest  in  the  project,  multi-lingual 
postcards  were  mailed  to  property  owners  along  the  corridor,  copies  of  the  Notice  of  Availability  were 
posted  along  the  corridor  (including  notices  in  Chinese  posted  on  November  6,  2007  in  Chinatown),  and 
two  public  meetings  (one  in  South  of  Market  and  one  in  Chinatown)  describing  the  project  and  the 
environmental  impacts  were  held  prior  to  the  formal  public  hearing  at  the  Planning  Commission. 

On  October  3 1 ,  the  Sing  Tao  Daily  announced  the  November  8  meeting  at  the  Gordon  J.  Lau  Elementary 
School  located  at  950  Clay  Street  in  Chinatown.  At  the  November  8  Chinatown  meeting  the  presentation 
was  made  in  Chinese  as  well  as  English  and  presentation  materials,  including  the  Executive  Summary  of 
the  Draft  SEIS/SEIR  were  provided  in  Chinese.  Copies  of  the  Draft  SEIS/SEIR  were  available  for  review 
at  the  San  Francisco  Planning  Department,  the  San  Francisco  main  library  and  branch  libraries,  including 
the  Chinatown  library  at  1135  Powell  Street;  and  the  Chinatown  Resource  Center,  Chinatown 
Transportation  Research  and  Improvement  Project  (TRIP),  Chinatown  Community  Development  Center 
(CCDC),  and  Chinese  Chamber  of  Commerce. 
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Section  2.4.4  Screening  of  Design  Options/Alternatives  Not  Carried  Forward  (pages  2-58  to  2-62) 
describes  the  screening  process  used  to  identify  the  two  station  alternatives  analyzed  in  the  SEIS/SEIR  for 
Chinatown.  The  project  team  involved  in  the  screening  process  included  representatives  of  SFMTA,  the 
Community  Advisory  Group,  the  CCDC,  and  the  engineering  consultants.  Four  potential  station  sites  in 
Chinatown  along  Stockton  Street  were  assessed.  Screening  criteria  used  to  evaluate  the  alternatives 
included:  building  size  and  height,  accessibility  for  passengers,  ability  to  accommodate  station  facilities 
and  vent  shafts,  access  to  the  station  site  by  construction  equipment,  space  for  construction  materials, 
extent  of  business  and  residential  displacement,  post  construction  transit-oriented  development  potential, 
possible  environmental  impacts  (noise,  historic  property,  parkland),  and  consistency  with  the  project 
boundaries  established  in  the  certified  1998  EIS/EIR  for  the  Third  Street  Light  Rail  Project.  Two 
alternative  locations  for  the  station  emerged  from  the  screening  assessment:  the  property  at  814-828 
Stockton  Street  and  the  property  at  933-949  Stockton  Street.  These  two  properties  are  analyzed  in  the 
SEIS/SEIR. 

Mitigation  for  displaced  residents  and  businesses  is  described  in  SEIS/SEIR  Section  6.5.2  Acquisition  and 
Displacement,  on  pages  6-48  through  6-54.  Mitigation  measures  include  the  development  of  a  detailed 
relocation  plan  designed  to  minimize  impacts  on  businesses  and  residents.  Copies  of  the  Draft 
SEIS/SEIR  were  mailed  to  the  property  owners  identified  for  displacement  by  the  project,  if  approved, 
and  notices  of  the  availability  of  the  draft  document  were  sent  to  residents  and  businesses  along  the 
corridor. 

The  Notice  of  Availability  and  the  public  hearing  before  the  Plaiming  Commission  was  posted  along  the 
project  corridor  fi-om  October  17  through  December  10,  2007.  In  the  Chinatown  area,  these  notices  were 
both  in  English  and  in  Chinese. 

Following  the  selection  by  San  Francisco  Municipal  Transportation  Agency  (SFMTA)  of  a  Locally 
Preferred  Alternative  (LP A),  approval  of  the  Final  SEIS/SEIR  by  the  San  Francisco  Planning 
Commission,  and  issuance  of  the  Record  of  Decision  (ROD)  by  the  Federal  Transit  Administration 
(FTA),  which  is  expected  to  be  completed  by  fall  2008,  the  SFMTA  would  send  a  certified  Notice  of 
Intent  to  the  property  owners  on  the  intent  to  appraise  and  possibly  acquire  the  property.  The  SFMTA 
would  offer  funding  assistance  to  the  property  owner  to  hire  legal  counsel  and  an  independent  appraiser. 
The  city  would  review  and  approve  the  appraisal  and  an  offer  letter  would  be  provided  as  a  basis  for 
negotiation  of  price  and  conditions.  The  responsibility  to  notify  tenants  would  initially  be  the  SFMTA  in 
cooperation  with  the  property  owners.  The  transit-oriented  development  proposed  as  an  independent 
project  to  be  built  above  the  Chinatown  Station  would  also  include  units  of  low-income  housing  and  retail 
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space,  however,  the  proposed  transit-oriented  development  would  not  mitigate  to  a  less-than-significant 
level,  the  impacts  to  displaced  residents  and  businesses. 

A-5 

As  shown  from  the  Noise  and  Vibration  evaluation  in  Chapter  5,  pg.  5-79,  the  FTA  vibration  criteria  of 
72  Vdb  would  not  be  exceeded  during  operation  in  the  Chinatown  portion  of  the  Central  Subway  Project 
(page  5-79  and  Tables  5-9  and  5-12)  for  wood-frame  buildings.  Noise  and  vibration  during  construction 
would  need  to  meet  the  San  Francisco  Noise  Ordinance  (Article  29,  Regulation  of  Noise),  which  limits 
noise  from  construction  equipment  to  80  dBA  at  100  feet  and  all  construction  activities  within  200  feet  of 
a  historic  building  would  have  to  meet  the  vibration  limits  of  72  Vdb  established  by  FTA.  A  detailed 
construction  noise  and  vibration  analysis  would  be  prepared  to  assess  potential  impacts  to  receivers 
within  close  proximity  to  the  underground  mining  and  excavation  operations  during  final  engineering 
design  for  the  project.  The  Noise  and  Vibration  Control  Plan  would  include  pre-constmction 
measurements  and  periodic  vibration  monitoring  using  approved  seismographs.  If  at  any  time  the 
construction  activity  exceeds  the  0.12  inches/second  of  peak  particle  vibration  (PPV)  velocity  level,  in 
any  direction,  for  any  length  of  time  at  any  historic  structure,  the  construction  activity  will  be  halted,  as 
described  under  mitigation  measures,  until  an  alternative  construction  method  can  be  used  that  would 
lower  vibration  levels  (pages  6-1 17  to  6-1 18  of  the  SEIS/SEIR).  The  Environmental  Compliance  Monitor 
would  be  responsible  for  independent  monitoring  during  construction  as  described  in  the  Mitigation 
Monitoring  and  Reporting  Program  (MMRP),  Appendix  I. 

A-6 

The  construction  period  for  the  project,  which  would  last  5/4  to  6  years  would  have  an  impact  on 
residents  and  businesses  located  along  the  corridor.  These  impacts  and  the  recommended  mitigation 
measures  are  summarized  in  Chapter  6.0,  Construction  Impacts  and  Mitigation.  The  transportation 
impacts  are  discussed  on  pages  6-34  through  6-46  of  the  SEIS/SEIR. 

A-7 

There  is  no  evidence  to  indicate  that  the  introduction  of  a  fixed-rail  system  would  increase  crime, 
homelessness,  vandalism  or  graffiti.  The  SFMTA,  in  addition  to  the  closed  circuit  system  used  for 
monitoring  subway  stations,  will  provide  it  own  security  guards  for  patrolling  its  fixed-facilities  (page  5- 
15  of  the  SEIS/SEIR). 

A-8 


Central  Subway  Project  Final  SEIS/SEIR  -  Volume  II 


3-8 


3.0:  WRITTEN  COMMENTS  AND  RESPONSES 


The  SFMTA  has  continued  outreach  to  Chinatown  residents  and  business  owners  along  the  Stockton 
Street  corridor  during  the  preparation  of  the  Final  SEIS/SEIR  and  plans  to  maintain  community  contacts 
as  the  project,  if  approved,  progresses  into  the  final  design  and  construction  phases.  Newsletters 
translated  to  Chinese  have  been  distributed  and  notices  of  public  meetings  and  agency  meetings  in 
Chinese  have  been  distributed  to  residents  and  businesses. 
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3.0:  WRITTEN  COMMENTS  AND  RESPONSES 


Letter  B 


JOAN  lOAOUIN'WOOD 

P.O.  Hox  ^50214 

October  21,  2007  H  ti^tZI  V 


Bill  WycKo,  Review  Officer 
Planning  Department 
Central  Subway  Project 
1650  Mission  St.,  Suite  400 
San  Francisco  94103 


OCT  2  3  200? 
t;iTY  &  COUWTV  OF  S.F. 


Dear  Mr.  Wycko, 

I  am  writing  in  opposition  to  the  Central  Stibway  project  which  projects  a 
subway  from  4*"  and  King  Streets  to  Columbus  and  Union,  with  the  stated  goal 
of  service  to  Chinatown. 


First  of  all,  Columbus  and  Union  is  not  located  in  Chinatown.  It  Is  not  even 
very  close.  Chinatown  starts  at  Broadway  Street,  possibly  Vallejo,  and 
extends  south  from  there.  That  is  three  blocks,  possibly  two,  away.  I  am  told 
Union  and  Columbus  is  the  desired  terminus  as  this  location  is  more 
convenient  for  a  turnaround. 

What  about  the  convenience  of  those  of  us  who  live  In  North  Beach  and 
Telegraph  Hill?  What  about  our  convenience?  Columbus  and  Union  has  5  bus 
lines  passing  by  the  intersection  -  the  30,  the  41/4S,  9X,  39,  and  a  bus 
numbered  20  which  I  have  seen  once  though  empty.   Also,  there  is  said  to  be 
an  "Owl"  bus  after  some  late  hour.  Never  seen  it  at  all. 

I  figure  it  will  take  3  or  4  YEARS  to  build  this  project.  That  will  represent  a 
100%  disruption  for  the  thousands  that  live  in  the  neighborhood.  If  the  City 
wants  service  to  Chinatown  (which  service  obviously  already  exists,  else  how 
would  so  many  individuals  have  arrived  there?),  let  it  build  the  turnaround  at 
Broadway  and  Columbus. 

I  have  lived  continuously  in  North  Beach  and  on  Telegraph  Hill  since  1962  and 
use  the  bus  lines  every  day.  I  never  voted  for  this  subway,  and  I  suspect  the 
City  doesn't  have  the  courage  to  put  this  proposal  on  the  ballot  now  because 
only  a  few  who  now  walk  everywhere  would  vote  for  It. 


Chinese  spokespeople  like  Rose  Pak  have  been  proposing  various  ways  to 
improve  business  in  Chinatown  ever  since  the  1989  earthquake.  I  suspect  this 
idea  started  that  way.  Unfortunately  I  know  that  a  few  residents  of  Telegraph 
Hill  also  think  this  subway  is  a  good  idea.   Good  grief!  They  will  be  sorry  if  it 
comes  to  pass. 


L 


Joan  Wood 

Cc:  Aaron  Peskin 
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3.0:  WRITTEN  COMMENTS  AND  RESPONSES 


Responses  to  Letter  B 
B-1 

Commenter's  opposition  to  the  project  is  noted.  The  location  of  the  temporary  construction  extraction  pit 
for  the  tunneling  machine,  located  at  Union  Street  and  Columbus  Avenue  in  North  Beach,  is  not  the 
location  of  the  turnaround  (crossover  tracks  and  twin  storage  tracks)  for  the  Central  Subway.  The 
northern  limit  of  the  Central  Subway  Project,  including  the  turnaround,  is  in  Chinatown  at  Jackson  Street. 
The  Central  Subway  Project  will  not  affect  the  41,  30,  45  or  9X  Muni  buses  at  the  Columbus  Avenue  and 
Union  Street  intersection. 

B-2 

The  Central  subway  crossover  and  twin  storage  tracks  would  be  located  between  Clay  Street  and  Jackson 
Streets,  under  Stockton  Street  in  Chinatown.  The  temporary  extraction  shaft  opening  for  the  construction 
variant  (North  Beach  Tunnel  Construction  Variant)  described  on  pages  2-33  to  2-34  of  the  SEIS/SEIR, 
would  be  located  within  the  middle  two  lanes  of  Columbus  Avenue.  The  construction  of  this  temporary 
construction  shaft  is  estimated  to  take  five  to  six  months,  and  would  be  for  the  purpose  of  removing  the 
tunnel  boring  machine  (TBM)  when  underground  construction  is  complete. 

B-3 

Comment  noted.  The  Central  Subway  is  the  second  phase  of  the  1998  Third  Street  Light  Rail  Project, 
which  was  part  of  the  City  approved  Four  Corridor  Plan  (June  1995)  and  the  1997  Proposition  B  Local 
Sales  Tax  for  Transportation  passed  by  the  voters  of  San  Francisco  in  1989. 

See  SEIS/SEIR  Section  2.4,  Project  Development  History  (page  2-52)  for  a  discussion  of  studies  and 
decisions  leading  to  the  Central  Subway  Project. 
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3.0:  WRITTEN  COMMENTS  AND  RESPONSES 


Comment  Form  C 


SAN  FRANCISCO  h^tUMM 
PLANNING  DEPARTMENT 


PUBLIC  COMMENTS  'j^WMM.: 


«IMMij«ianSl 
Silt  480 
§311  ftatidscn. 
CA  04103  2479 

415.558.6377 


^  ^Si.:4L  - 


PLEASE  ADO/KEEP  MS  ON  YOUR  MAJLI»IG  LIST:  c^^x  l^^i^ 
    ^  MQ  ^fsi^M, 

NAME  as  ,%    ,      A    -  r-/ 

 '  —  —    , 


MAR-IMj  AllDHI--?iS  WSltJit 


 —  —  _.._..ji4cU^^iiil^^  ^  /ifKf 

(ei'i  \h<jf  ' 

A  public  hearttjg  cn  Ihis  Oraf:  SEIR  3rd  nIhBr  n-al!m  has  been  schefjiec  by  the  Cly  Rainii^g  Comni5si:>i  for  Thfjrsday  /,    .    U  ) 
Movemfcer  15,  2007.  in  Riwm      City  Ha'l.  1  Dr.  Csritcn  8  Goediel!  =lacc.  beginning  al  1  SD  p.m.  or  later.  (Calt  56g-&i22  Ihe  v^'^^y''''  t 
wfick  of  '.h«  hea/ing  for  a  nscorced  'mssace  giving  a  mere  specif c  tiirie.)  j  i  i  ^  CCff'^f'^i 

m 415-558-6422  m^mmm '"^^^ ' ' 

Public  comments  wl  bs  accepted  fion*  Odofj^r  17, 2007.  lo  5:C0  p.rr  on  Dscerter  10.  2007.  'A'l  Iton  CJDr^inveflte  shoLid  be  /'      |^    .  |.,  ^ 
arijressgd  1n  Bill  Wycko  Ac.ing  Eav^i^nnreilal  Remn  Cfliocr.  San  Francisco  Rannirg  CieparlnienI,  Cenlrai  E^ituvay  Draft  ,^  '\  t  ' 
SE  S'SE  R,  16^  Mission  Siml,  Suite  400,  Ssn  Francisco,  CA  94103.  Conmerls  rK;eiv«d  at  Lna  ;wblfc  hearing  ard  in  D-'4y(X\ 
svriimg  wi  t«  responded  lo  m  a  Commonls  and  Responses  docjircnt.  If  yot  ll^^'e  any  qj^esiijors  abcut  \M  cjtvlronmEinfal  ., f  »T 

review  of  Ihe  proposed  project,  plaaso     Joan  A.  Kugl^  hI  57S-6925.  W  (Ow^  /  W  1?| Y 

  ^....^^   w.,.,,   ,   -  r,^~r  ^I  mCiHC^  fit' 

Ccntivil  Sulnvny  Dr.art  SKlS/SEtR.  1650  Mission  Sf  reel.  Suhc  40O.  San  Fnwisco,  CA 'MH)"^o  ©iiBftl    +jLji  -^Ixlfvi 
^ffi^MSlgl  .  Joan  A.  Kugler        .  ^It   1 5-375-6925*  olWf  Cf  t  R  tVS 


Note:  Commenter's  paragraph  concludes  with  "Bus  Rapid  Transit  route." 
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3.0:  WRITTEN  COMMENTS  AND  RESPONSES 


Responses  to  Comment  Form  C 
C-1 

The  northern  boundary  of  the  Central  Subway  Project  is  Jackson  Street  in  Chinatown.  This  project 
boundary  is  consistent  with  the  San  Francisco  County  Transportation  Authority's  1995  Four  Corridor 
Plan  that  established  project  priorities  for  transit  projects  in  the  City.  Moving  the  station  to  Pacific  Street, 
would  push  the  station  location  north  of  the  project  boundary  established  in  the  Four  Corridor  Plan  and  in 
the  original  1998  Certified  EIR/EIS  for  the  Third  Street  Light  Rail.  Several  locations,  including  a  Pacific 
Street  station,  have  been  evaluated  for  the  Chinatown  station.  Pages  2-59  through  2-62  of  the  SEIS/SEIR 
discuss  the  station  alternatives  and  the  screening  process  for  narrowing  the  station  locations  to  identify 
those  carried  forward  in  this  SEIS/SEIR  for  analysis.  The  Pacific  Street  station  was  eliminated  as  an 
option  during  preliminary  evaluation. 

C-2  and  C-3 

Station  entrances  for  both  the  Union  Square/Market  Street  Station  and  Chinatown  Station  would  provide 
access  and  egress  for  passengers  traveling  the  Stockton  Street  Corridor.  Passengers  can  access  other 
Muni  streetcar  lines  and  BART  at  the  Powell  Street  Station  via  a  two-block  subsurface  connection  from 
the  Union  Square/Market  Street  Station,  as  well  as,  the  2-Clement,  3-Jackson,  4-Sutter,  and  38-Geary 
lines  within  one  block  at  the  surface.  The  Chinatown  Station  provides  access  to  the  1 -California  line 
within  one  to  two  blocks  of  the  station  depending  upon  the  alternative.  The  Chinatown  Station  under 
Alternatives  2  and  3A  is  within  one  block  of  the  California  Street  cable  car  line  and  Alternative  3B 
Chinatown  Station  is  located  within  one  block  of  the  Hyde  Street  cable  car  line.  In  addition,  surface 
buses  would  remain  to  serve  other  destinations  not  directly  served  by  the  Central  Subway. 
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3.0:  WRITTEN  COMMENTS  AND  RESPONSES 


Comment  Form  D 


SAN  FRANCISCO  HiirlTMl^ 
;/   PLANNING  DEPARTMENT 


JVC  vemtef  e,  2007  -^W-t    + -  ^  A  0 


PUBLIC  COMMENTS  <i>mMM: 


I650f<ns3aisi. 
Sin  ftantiscfl. 

Fur 

Inbrnalofi: 
41 5.558 


WT R.-^    i^-i   /^v-^     toA^I-iA    r/^l-nf.A.O       £L/\y  ^./:g/J 


PLEASE  ADD/KEEP  WE  m  YOUR  MAILING  LIST: 

Q.jm   

756-  IIS ^  1     IkMiiAS^i^hm  (^Ov^A 

A  public  [tearing  en  this  Dr^  SEIH  mi  olrer  inallers  las  bcjen  sc^edulad  &>•  iie  Cily  Plairlnc  Commission  br  Thursday 
November  15, 2007  in  Roan  400,  Ciy  Hall,  f  Dr.  Carix  B.  CSooSfetl  Place,  bcgnning  aM;30  p  rn.  or  fatef.  (Call  558-6422  «hs 
"txxk  of  the  hear  ng  fcr  a  'eoa-ded  mes3<igft  siv^g  a  'Xfxz  sp>c«:r1c  lime,) 

i|4l3-55S-6422  g^P^^Blpia  }  0 

Public  comments  will  be  accapisj  from  Oc'cber  1 1.  ?0Q7,  to  5  Ct  p.  m.  on  December  10,  20(}7,  W.-ilten  OOflsmaniii  slioold  l!e 
aSdrfissasJ  Bili  W/cko,  Ailing  Erwironmerflal  review  Offfcijr,  Snn  Fransiscjo  Planning  Depertmsnt,  C^^dl  SAway  Ml 
SE^V^IR,  1650  Mission  ^real.  Suite  40D,  San  Franclwo,  CA  9<JH13  Ccmn-ci^  'oceved  ai  the  putlic  haa^ifig  and  in 
wiling  v^iil  be  resfcnded  te  R  s  Coiimonts  and  ResKJnses  s<x:u'nen'.  If  you  ^lave  s/iy  questions  aboul  'N?  environ  mental 
revieavcf  the  ^'opnsa:!  i\mp^\,  pteaeecall  Joan  A.  Kiiglera?  575-6925. 

#51;  ^^iSSlSif  fU  Rill  Wycko,  Acting  ErtviioruncnlJil  Review  OHIccr,  San  Fraiicisico  Planning  Department, 
Ceiural  Subwnv  nrsl'l  SPISASKtR,  1650  Missiun  S'ltet,  Suite  4n€,  San  f^iancisco,  CA  94 1 03<>  lijl"  B  ffi  t 
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3.0:  WRITTEN  COMMENTS  AND  RESPONSES 


Responses  to  Comment  Form  D 
D-1 

Comment  recommending  a  Chinatown  Station  at  814-828  Stockton  Street  as  studied  in  the  SEIS/SEIR 
with  no  residents  to  relocate  and  bus  transfer  opportunities  at  Clay  and  Sacramento  Streets  is  noted. 

As  stated  in  the  SEIS/SEIR  on  pages  6-51  and  6-52,  there  are  five  ground-floor  businesses  on  the  814-828 
Stockton  Street  frontage  of  the  building  five  small  businesses/clubs  along  the  backside  on  Hang  Ah  Alley 
that  would  be  displaced  and  would  need  to  be  relocated.  In  addition,  there  appear  to  be  one  or  two 
residential  units  in  this  building. 

This  station  alternative  would  impact  the  Hang  Ah  Alley  and  Willie  "Woo  Woo"  Wong  Park  to  the  east 
of  814-828  Stockton  during  construction  and  would  cast  shadows  on  the  tennis  court.  The  Recreation  and 
Park  Commission  has  stated  a  preference  for  the  station  alternative  at  Stockton  and  Washington  Streets 
(see  Letter  AI,  page  3-170). 


I 
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3.0:  WRITTEN  COMMENTS  AND  RESPONSES 


Comment  Form  E 

SAN  FRANCISCO  ^mmm^ 

PUBLIC  COMMENTS  'jkWiM^: 


't^.-   J.   ,      ,  .       .    ^^^^   


^     ^{^^-^  .j>r»^-0   ^    -^^ 


AluJL-Aj: — ^J^k-^.  ^^M^k  yt£i£^  -J^  ^.^^e^^  yw-y 


WPJKf  FP  ME  ON  TOLf?  fmum  US  ! : 


Ptewfmier     ?Wf.  ir  m^m      m      I  2f.  CarRoti  B.  (5wril»r  Psr*.  &i^:iiT!g 1:30  jm  <r  taw  JC^I  jpf-PJ?  Ite 

PiM^  ciVirrMfts  Ai!  ftr£t|3l:il  f?:n  'Dc^rtw  17  fOO?  b  S-m  f»  nr.  cn  lAmrijer  5£<i?  VAijen  (flfriiffiis.  sr«t3  be 
lEJ^Sr^F;  iaSD  Mdiiiiah  SiiEd,  SuU-       Ss^  P«»ii:him      1*10]  •Zcntiai'-ls  Ke**^  ^  r«aring  sta  In 

lH3t  iHlSPiaFflHit^  %  5,>?|i.*^  Attiftjl^iivSftiriJiwiirsffeik-n^ivCJtTiiK?,  S«n  I'riirieisci:)  Flawing  fi:|i|iriripii-> 


E-l 


E-2 
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3.0:  WRITTEN  COMMENTS  AND  RESPONSES 


Responses  to  Comment  Form  E 
E-1 

Comment  noted.  The  Fourth/Stockton  Alignment  (Alternatives  3A  and  3B)  as  described  in  the 
SEIS/SEIR  on  page  2-56  evolved  as  a  more  direct  alignment  that  provided  improved  transit  operations 
and  a  faster  travel  time  than  Alternative  2  along  Third  Street. 

E-2 

Comment  noted.  The  underground  pedestrian  connection  between  the  Union  Square/Market  Street 
Central  Subway  Station  and  the  Powell  Street  BART/Muni  Metro  Station  will  be  clearly  marked  to 
facilitate  pedestrian  movement  between  the  two  stations. 
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3.0:  WRITTEN  COMMENTS  AND  RESPONSES 


Comment  Form  F 


SAN  FRANCISCO  ^m^MMM 
PLANNING  DEPARTMENT 


November  8.  3307  ^  HH-fc  ^  -t-  - ^  A  8 


PUBLIC  COMMENTS  'AWMM.: 


F-1 


e  .'-f  &V  AZE:±iL^^.  ,  .UH  iXhE^LK  SOL,  -i^  A  Zi=L^ 

PL£ASE  ADEWKEEP  ME  ON  YOUR  MAILIMG  LfST; 

-■^kuA-J^^AA,  L^-gAl     


A  puMIc  hearlnj  on  Ihs  Draft  SFIR  a'd  other  malters  nas  teen  schecuted  by  Ihe  Ciry  Planning  Comrrission  for  Thursday 
Nov«nih<!r  1 5,  2007.  ir  Rxm  4CC.  City  Kali,  1  Dr.  Cs'ttan  3 ,  Gc^sdlet!  Plaae,  beginriij^  a1 1 :30  p.m.  or  later.  (Call  558-€422  Ibe 
v^eek  erf    'earing  for  a  rscortJed  rnessace  gi'jing  a  more  spedfk:  lime.) 

W.  415.558-6422  S^^SIilS  )  » 

Public  comiTwnts  wll  bs  accssted  fmi  Cclobs.'  17, 2007,  ic  6:00  p.m.  on  Da^iber  10,  2007.  'MIKbt  KHrmenis  shadd  be 
a*lress«<i  to  8iM  Wycko.  Ar,i'?ig  En-vTorimsfiiaf  Review  Clfftcer.  San  Francisco  Ptannirg  Departrronl.  'Senfal  £'±way  Draft 
SEiS.'SEiR,  1650  Mission  Street,  Suite  400,  San  Francisco,  CA  94t03.  Comnenis  received  si  the  publfc  ftearir^  ard  in 
^Tiling  wiil  te  respoixJsd  Id  in  a  Osimmenis  aoi  Rasporses  dcoinKot.  if  you  hssre  any  qgesliong  abOJt  tte  Mi/lronmantal 
review  of  liie  prcf<cs6d  prqed,  jitease  a=ll  Joan  A.  KugJ&f  at  575-6925. 

JliS J8c.l3S^^PJ  Rill  Wycko,  Actinij  nnvircuimcnol  Review  OlTtccr.  San  Francisco  iMiuinirjg  Dcpartniwcit. 
Cenlial  Swhway  ftrati  SKrS/SHIR,  1650  Mission  Street.  Suite  400,  San  Fjanciwo,  c;a  94 101,  Uit  BM-  + 

UB^^mm  .  Si^miJ©  Joan  A,  Kuglcr  S?^  ,  «iS  4 15-575-6925 « 
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3.0:  WRITTEN  COMMENTS  AND  RESPONSES 


Responses  to  Comment  Form  F 
F-l 

Comment  noted.  Commenter  is  opposed  to  the  Central  Subway  Project  because  the  Chinatown  area  is  a 
small  crowded  neighborhood  with  existing  bus  service  that  serves  Chinatown  and  states  that  the  subway 
project  is  not  needed  and  would  cause  relocation  of  residents  and  businesses. 

F-2 

Commenter  prefers  use  of  Kearny  Street  for  the  Central  Subway  project.  The  possible  use  of  Kearny 
Street  for  the  Central  Subway  aligrmient  was  discussed  and  studied  during  the  period  leading  up  to  the 
1998  EIS/EIR.  Kearny  Street  was  eliminated  from  consideration  because  the  Community  Advisory 
Group  and  Chinatown  representatives  preferred  Stockton  Street  as  the  alignment  and  station  location  in 
Chinatown  because  it  would  serve  the  heart  of  Chinatown  and  the  Union  Square  retail  area.  The  public 
review  process  is  documented  in  the  "Design  Options  Screening  Report  Working  Paper  #2",  April  1997. 
Some  120  meetings  attended  by  SFMTA  between  1996  and  1997  with  the  Community  and  Technical 
Advisory  Groups,  the  Planning  Department,  the  Department  of  Parking  and  Traffic,  and  the 
Redevelopment  Agency  representatives  (see  Project  Development  History,  SEIS/SEIR,  page  2-54) 
narrowed  the  design  options  and  eliminated  the  use  of  Kearny  Street  aligimient  alternatives  from  further 
study. 
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Comment  Form  G 


SAN  FRANCISCO  HS^frmil^ 
PLANNING  DEPARTMENT 


No^fsmborS.  2007  :r.????-fcl|:+-^AB 


PUBLIC  COMMENTS  'j^m.±%: 


iGKOMssbiSt 
San  fraschna 

4U.55a.S37l 

Fax; 

Nbftialion: 


G-1 


PLEASE  ADDiKEEP  ME  ON  YOUK  WiPiUm  LIS  I 


ASEADD;KEEPMEtJNYCHIKMAJU(«jLlSi:  ,7       ^  _  -).^       '  v 

^.J^i^hA      sJo£_  {jiunU^-^  oj  fM^Ci:6/iii^^^U^  C/ut^r}^>\] 


^J:^ik  &^^^.Ai^_ 


MASLm  mimm  mvAm 


A  puWIe  hearing  on  this  Draft  SEIR  a"*!  alhsf  m\{^'i  has  fceen  scfreduleS  by  lt»  City  Piannng  COTmission  'or  Thursday 
NovemNr  t5,  2007,  in  Room  40G',  City  Hal,  1  Dr.  Csrllcn  B.  Gix^dlell  Place,  beginsvng  at  1:30  m-  ^  lalcf-  (Cal  558-6422  the 
vmk  of  ihifi  b(:2i\f\Q  fore  'ecorded  Tiessace  giving  a  inore  specifc  tine,) 

«41&-553-€^422  itW^^M  )  ^ 


Pub\k  commente  w'll  te  accapled  frcm  Cctot>5.'  17, 2007,  Ic  5:00  p.m.  ofj  DcoOTtser  ID,  20D7  Wrilten  oamments  shodd  bf? 
addressed  to  BiU  Wycl<o,  -SjClinj  fc-iyt^lronmeits?  Review  Oflte&'.  San  Francisco  Ffann'iig  i:>!parlni8nl.  Centrai  Subway  Dralt 
SeiS'SEIR.  15S0  Mission  StrMi,  Suite  m,  Sari  Francisco,  CA  S4ia3.  Comner^ls  fKelvec  at  liia  public  ncarir^  and  ir. 
•mi\vQ  will  be  respcnderf  ir  a  Coinmcnts  and  Responses  dociimsnt.  If  you  have  any  qyi^sfcns  abO'jt  ttie  m^lmnmmUA 
review  of  t'-e  oroposed  pnajecl,  p  eisa  cal*  Joan  A.  Kugler  at  575-6925. 

SM^SfSiB^f  y  Hilt  Wycko,  Acting  Environmental  Review  Officer,  San  Fian^i'sco  Planning  Dcpflf(rncat, 
CeiklrAl  Subway  Draft  SEL&'SKIR,  !6S0  Mission  Slieet,  Suirc  >1D<).  Siiii  Francisco.  C  A  94 103*  E±  9  + 
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Responses  to  Comment  Form  G 
G-l 

Comment  in  support  of  the  project  adjacent  to  the  Presbyterian  Church  is  noted. 
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Letter  H 


IjJSKIi  SAN  FRANCISCO  ^l^^mm 

PLANNING  DEPARTIVIENT 


Ocloter  30, 2007  ^'M^'t^^i'Bz.-f-B 


PUBLIC  COMMENTS  -ii-^lE: 


Sll()MDC< 
Sij;  Ffjntisco. 
PA  9>41 03-2476 

<tS.5S0.S37« 
415.5Ba.6S77 


PLEASE  ADD/KEEP  ME  ON  YOUR  MAILIMG  LIST: 


MAlUK'j  AlJDRKiiS SlS*^  ^  CtUnC^ 


EMAIL  ADDRESS^eSnfeyt   ) 


A  pumc  hiring  cn  Ihis  Dr:^  S£  ana  3dh9f  natters  t'as  tjeen  Khedub^  by  tie  D'fy  Plarning  Commission  for  IhursdHy 
Nwambsr  15, 2007.  In  Boon  ^00,  Oiy  Hal.  1  Dr.  Carlton  B.  Gsrxllelt  Pla:e,  fc^nnli^  ai  1:30  p.m.  orJatex.  (Call  5Sa-642Z  the 
v<L>ck  uf  Ihe  hEBi-ig  faf  a  reostdcsd  message  giving  a  no'e  spedfc  Btc.) 

Public  commarrts  iMIl  be  aca^ted  fron  Ocloba'  17, 2D07,  la  5;C<1  p.n.  on  Oscamber  10. 2007.  W'^lan  comnrenls  sJioua  b6 
addresssd  lo  Bill  Wycfco,  AcSng  En'/iriorirr>?nt6l  Hsvim  Officer.  &an  FraiKissa  Plannirg  DcpMin£sr.l,  Central  Subway  Draft 
SEtG/SniR,  16S0  MIssitBi  Street  Suite  400,  Ssn  FrBucisoa,  CA  94103.  Casfti^nls  rcoeufftd  at  1ho  pubic  hearing  aiKl  in 
writirw  w.iil  bo  raspcrdod  to  in  a  Ccmrrenls  arri  Resp;;fi5es  dca.m?rit.  II  you  ["ave  any  queslions  atsout  itie  flnvinonmcnta! 
review  d  tie  pxposfid  pjcject  please  call  Joan  A,  Kugier^^ 

I?  ai^{T5^!l!|^??5i|  Bill  Wyclko.  Acting  E-Jvirc-nniental  Review  Officer,  San  l-rancisco  Ptanring  Dq)artmcnt, 
CoteirI  Subvt'ay  Draft  SEIS..'SEIR.  1650  Mission  Sti^et.  Stiite  400,  Snn  Francisco,  C A  ^410.1  a  -f^ibBlfi  :  "f- 

^^^fifgfig^  ■  iii^^mili^id  .loan  A.  Kuglcr  ^r^i  '  ^fnl  ^t5-575-692i  - 
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Novx^mbcr  8,  2007 


730  Kfdimy  Si i eel.  3rd  Vkm 
Hm  Francisco,  CA  1?<i  lOS- 1 


Ml".  Dwighl  S.  Alexander,  President 
San  Francisco  Plaiutitig  Cotiuuission 
1650  Mission  Street,  4"^  I'loor 
San  Francisco.  CA  94103 

Mr.  Nathanict  Ford 
Exccvilivc  Director 

Sijn  Fraticisco  Municipal  TmnsportaiioJl  Agetscy 
fi  1  South  Van  Ness  Avcjiuc,  7lh  Flimr 
San  Francisco,  CA  94103 

RE:     Public  Alts  in  Central  Subway  Projes;! 

Dear  Mr.  Alexander  and  Mr.  Ford; 

The  Chinese  CulUire  I'oundation  has  been  in  the  Chin-ese  eomimuiity  for  34  yeai^,  »nd 
has  had  a  long  history  of  sen'ing  the  artistic- ttud  cultyrai  ne«dsof  the  contni«iiity,  We 
appreciate  the  opportunity  to  review  the  Draff  SEifb'SEIS  on  the  Cenlrai  Subway  Projeet^ 
hui  find  it  very  dtfficiiU  and  impraclicai  ti>  ihoroaghJy  review,  and  hcnw  mpmmhh  to 
provide  you  with  a  lliorough  and  comprebetistve  re^pon&s.  We  ii\  however,  imve  some 
points  that  vve  want  to  share  wiili  you. 

First  of  all,  \\'e  would  like  to  reiterate  our  strong  support  of  che  profecl»  and  see  it 
e-sscnIiaJ  to  the  future  social  and  econotiiic  vitality  of  the  Chinatown  Cmnnmmhf.  At  the 
same  time,  we  want  lo  reiterate  Ihe^bsfdute  necesslly  for  om  conlinued  jficiyslon  and 
involvcnictit  in  the  decision  makitig  prcjccss,  in  light  of  the  very  ,seriou$  project  iinipacss, 
as  well  as  the  residential  md  bu.siiiess  diaplaccnicnl,  that  may  occur. 

Wc  concur  with  tiie  tuidiiigs  of  the  report  m  t&m^  of  the  ^eed  for  the  project  md.  feel  lhat 
Ihe  ChinatDWJt  Conutiunily  has  been  sevei«ly  indereervcd  by  Myni*?>  currerit  bm  serv.ce. 
We  can  atttictpate  that  ihc  eiigineerissg  asid  constniclion  wsliy  will  be  peat,  and  thai  tte 
overwlielming  propoit  ion  of  resources  will  bg  itsed  for  those  etTorts,  but  v^ie  feci  sirongly 
ihat  adequate  funds  should  he  directed  to  sMmmmg  tlie  relocaliotii  needs  of  boih 
residents  awl  busErsesses,  and  that  rcplaeemeiii  housini  is  provided. 

In  file  construction  of  the  Chinatown  Central  Subway  Stalioti,     urge  ym  consider  the 
fytiding  of  public  art  diat  la  CLdturally  sensitive  aod  rclevanf  io  the  sjarroyiiding 
Chiiialown  comrnutiiiiy.  As  tills  stallorsi  will  bs  ihe  eer-iiral  transh  stop  and  vilai  the 
rcsidetils  and  visitors  of  Chioalowiii,  we  are  ciJEicerned  that  the  ac&thclies  of  ttie  sJation 
md  sunounding  area  be  fcfleetive  and  representative  of  Ihis  coram  unity. 


H-2 
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As  ?-%  of  cDfistructiori  Losts  for  the  Central  Subway  arc  dcsigrustcd  towsirds  public  <ir\s, 
the  Chinese  CuUine  Foundation  requests  Ihe  Planning  ComjTiisJjion  md  MTA  ensurt;  tKat 
the  public  art  in  the  Chinalovkii  Ccntr^tl  Subway  Station  will  be  culturally  appropriate  by 
desigjiating  ftniding  towards  community  ciigiigcmerit  in  the  selection  of  lliese  public  arts. 

The  Sm  Frariqisco  Arts  Commission  has  already  agreed  1o  partner  with  CCF  1o  pry  vide 
access  ro  th&  Chinatown  community,  translatior^  services,  technical  md  eulturaJ 
assistance,  ajid  community  forums  on  the  process  of  s«Je<^ling,  puhhc  aits.  We  ask  that 
this  process  be  as  transparent  as  possible^  engaging  as  much  L-ainttiuiiily  input  as  needed. 
Chinatown  ss  our  home;  the  Ccniral  Subway  Slatitjri  will  be  a  protnniejit  landmark.  The 
station  3nd  surrounciing  areas  sb«ulii  be  a  public  area  that  this  conimunily  will  be  proud 
to  call  borne. 

We  would  like  to  conclude  our  comments  by  once  again  voicing  our  s;trong  support  for 
tlic  Ccniral  Subway  project.  Al  the  same  time,  we  urge  you  to  support  adequate  process 
for  commtmity  input  in  the  design  and  public  art  components  of  the  Central  Sub\v^y. 


H-3 
Cent. 


Sinceiely, 


^abina  Chen 
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Responses  to  Letter  H 
H-1 

Commentcr  strongly  supports  the  project  and  wishes  to  continue  their  inclusion  in  the  decision  making 
process. 

See  SEIS/SEIR,  pages  11-5  to  11-9,  for  a  discussion  of  past  community  outreach  and  page  2-64  for 
discussion  of  the  future  project  approval  process. 

H-2 

Comment  expressed  need  for  adequate  funds  to  be  directed  to  addressing  the  relocation  needs  of  both 
residents  and  businesses  and  for  replacement  housing.  See  Response  to  Comment  A-4,  and  SEIS/SEIR, 
Section  6.5.2,  Acquisition  and  Displacement,  for  a  sunmiary  of  the  notification  process  for  residents  and 
businesses.  Minimum  relocation  payments  are  set  by  law  and  include  moving  and  search  expense 
payments  for  businesses.  Affordable  housing  could  also  be  part  of  transit-oriented  station  development  in 
Chinatown.  This  would  be  the  subject  of  an  independent  environmental  analysis. 

H-3 

A  representative  of  the  San  Francisco  Arts  Commission  has  been  part  of  the  conmiunity  meetings  held  in 
Chinatown  and  at  the  Community  Advisory  Group  for  the  Central  Subway  Project  for  purposes  of 
describing  the  Arts  Program  for  the  stations.  Two  percent  of  the  eligible  construction  costs  would  be  set 
aside  for  the  arts  for  the  subway  project.  The  City's  Administrative  Code  requires  that  all  capital 
improvement  projects  allocate  two  percent  of  eligible  construction  costs  for  public  art  programming.  The 
Arts  Commission's  Public  Arts  Program  is  responsible  for  management  of  the  public  arts  funding  and 
selection  of  artists  and  art,  working  in  close  coordination  with  local  communities.  SFMTA  has  also 
retained  the  services  of  CCDC  to  ensure  the  continued  involvement  of  the  Chinatown  community  in  the 
project  development  and  design.  Meetings  will  be  held  in  Chinatown  to  determine  the  art  treatment  of  the 
station  and  community  artists  have  been  solicited  to  participate  in  the  program  in  a  February  2008  Call  for 
Artists  information  sheet. 


I 


I 
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Letter  I 

From:  Lee  Goodin  [mailto:lgoodlnl@mind5pring.com] 
Sent:  Monday,  November  19,  2007  8:51  AM 
To:  Subway,  Central 

Subject:  RE:  Central  Subv.?ay  Draft  Supplemental  Environmental  Impact  Report 

RE:  Central  Subway  Draft  Supplemental  f-wironmenlal  Impact  Report 
Areas  of  concern 

1 .  The  three  alternatives  listed  are  only  subway  alternatives  and  "No  Project/TSM 
Alternative".  This  money  could  be  used  to  finance  an  above  ground  aflernative  as 
recommended  by  Regional  Alliance  For  Transit  (RAFT) 

2.  The  following  is  referred  to  a  number  of  times:  "Transit  Preferential  Streets  (TPS^ 
Improvements  -  Areas  identified  for  TPS  are  Stockton  Stfeet/Columbus  Avenue  and 
Market  Street."  The  map  indicates  the  intersection  of  Stockton  and  Columbus  as  a 
nexus  foe  these  improvements,  however  there  does  not  appear  to  be  any  additional 
informalion  on  these  TPS  programs, 

3.  The  MTA  established  a  Community  Advisory  Group  (CAG)  early  in  the  pfannlng 
process  to  provide  input  to  the  identification  and  selection  of  design  options  for  the 
Third  Street  Light  Rail  Project  and  to  help  select  the  options  to  carry  forward  for 
cnvirortmcrttal  rcvicsw.  The  GAG  is  compoaed  of  a  brood  cros^-acction  of  stakeholder 
groups  from  the  six  primary  neighborhoods  in  the  Thiid  Street  Corridor:  Visitation 
Valley,  Bayvtew/Hunters  Point,  Potrero  Hilt,  South  of  Market,  and 
Chinatown/Oov/ntowri.  The  CAG  has  met  six  times  since  December  of  2003  to 
discuss  the  Central  Subway  phase  of  Uie  Project.  Question:  Why  is  there  no  North 
Beach/Telegraph  Hill  neighborhood  representation  on  the  CAG? 

4.  In  the  Area  Plan  Boundaries  there  is  no  account  made  for  the  North  Beach 
neighborhood,  see  Figure  4-1,  Yet  the  plan  clearly  indicates  the  subway  will  continue 
through  North  Beach  in  3  of  the  4  alternatives. 

5.  The  Waterfront  Land  Use  Plan.  BCDC,  SF  Bay  Plan  and  SF  Waterfront  Special 
Area  Plan,  while  important  all  seem  to  have  limited  relevance  to  the  area  in  which  the 
Central  Subway  is  planned.  The  amount  of  space  dedicated  to  this  section  doesn*t 
seem  justified  as  nothing  of  consequence  is  concluded. 

6.  Pago  39,  Washington  Square:  "Washington  Si^uare  P&rk  incfudes  several  mature 
tree.%  some  along  Columbus  Avenue.  To  date,  none  of  these  trees  have  been 
designated  by  the  City  as  historic  Sandmark  tmes.  "  \'Vhy  point  out  that  these  trees  in 
the  park  are  not  protected?  Are  these  trees  going  to  be  sacnfioed? 

7.  Page  50:  "At  the  TBM  retrieval  shaft  in  Columbus  Avenue  at  Washington  Square, 
the  roadway  (originally  Montgomery  Avenue)  was  cut  through  between  1873  and 
1875,  bisecting  Washington  Square,  Deposits  related  to  the  early  years  of 
Washington  Square  as  a  public  space  and  park  may  be  present,"  Question:  V/hat  is 
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tho  environmental  impact  of  this? 

8.  Page  70:  "Washington  Square  Park  and  the  assoclalsd:  Wiashington  Square  Park 
Triangle  are  the  only  properties  in  close  proximity  to  the  Tunnel  Boring  M^cWim 
extractfon  shaft  that  woufd  be  placed  in  the  middle  lanes  of  Columbos  Avenue 
between  Union  and  Powell  Streets  for  the  Alterrsative  3A  and  38  AlE^nments  {sm 
Table  4  1 5)."  There  are  other  prapertres  -  residential  and  commerciai  -  irt  close 
proximity  to  the  extraction  pit.  How  long  will  Jhis  disfuptior^  last?  Th&m  properties 
and  the  Park  will  be  next  to  and  seriously  effected  by  the  extractiDn  pit  and  resulting 
dirt,  dust  and  noise  pollution, 

9.  Page  110.  "North  Beach  Tunnel  Construction  Variant  -  Chinatown  to  Vicinity  of 
Washington  Square"  section:  "Chemicat  compounds  rhat  may     present  in  soil  and 
groundwater  along  the  North  Beach  Construction  Variani  may  include,  but  not  be 
limited  to,  petroleum  hydrocarbon  compounds  and  fuel-related  volatile  organic 
compounds  (VOCs),  such  as  benzene;  other  VOCs,  such  m 

de-greasers  and  thinners;  and  various  metals  (likely  present  In  fill).  At  four  LUST  sJEes 
(766  Vallejo  Street,  1625  Powell  Street.  1636 

Powell  Street,  and  1641  Powell  Street},  the  regulatory  database  and  review  of  DPH 
files  indicated  that  subsurface  soil  and  groundv/aier  were  impacted  with  ftjel-relaled 
VOCs,  total  petroleum  hydrocarbons  (TPH)  as  gasoline,  dlase'l.  and  motor  oil" 
Question:  Could  these  contaminants  result  \n  the  project  becoming  a  "^Super  Fund 
Site"  requiring  a  major  clean-up  that  could  fake  years  to  resolve?  Oueslion;  Why  is 
thoro  no  dt&ouaaion  of  tho  onvironmentaJ  consequence^s  of  Ihe  Tuftnel  Boi  iny  Ma:yh«ri« 
being  extracted  at  Washington  Square?. 

10.  The  table  in  page  135  does  not  reflect  the  higher  nof&e  level  v«^hen  the  Tunnel 
Boring  Machine  is  extracted  at  Washington  Square  Pari:. 

1 1 .  There  is  no  discussion  in  the  Environmental  S^clions  of  the  dirt  tiiat  will  be 
pushed  out  next  to  Washington  Square,  what  portions  of  the  street  would  be  closed 
and  for  how  long,  what  impact  will  tha  extraction  pit  have  on  traffic,  what  the  trnpact 
will  be  on  the  residential  and  commercial  life  of  tlie  neighborfiood,  how  the  equipment 
will  be  removed,  how  and  where  the  dirt  from  the  extra cti«ti  pit  wi  be  handled,  how 
many  people  would  be  worthing  there  and  what  debris  might  be  cast  off  by  the 
construction  in  that  area. 

12.  ^^Construction  of  a  IBM  reirieval  sl>aft  near  Wasfimg^n  Square  pa  it  for  tie  North 
Beach  Tunnel  Construction  Variant  would  require  the  temporary  relocMton  of  bus 
stops  for  the  30-Stockton  and  46'Union/StQcktQfi  lines,  along  Columbus  Avenue 
between  Union  and  Powell  Streets.  This  construction  approadi  would  require  the 
closure  of  one  side  of  the  street  white  the  shaft  is  excavated,  keeping  one  travel  lane 
in  eact^  direction,  and  then  switching  over  to  the  other  side  of  the  street  to  complete 
the  shafl.  This  shift  in  traffic  lanes  may  also  require  tlie  temporary  relocation  of 
overhead  v/ir#s  on  the  30-Stockton  and  4§-UnlQn/Stockton  to  acoommodate 
continued  transit  operations.  This  constfuotton  activity  is  estimated  to  take  six  months, 
at  which  point  the  shatt  would  be  covered  and  normal  street  operaitrons  would  be 
restored.  If  the  North  Beach  Tunnol  Constructfon  Variant  is  not  approved,  the  TBM 
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extraction  shaft  would  be  at  the  Chinatowrv  off-street  station  site  and  would  last 
approximately  one  week  Trucks  ancf  cranes  would  occupy  ttie  nearside  curb  parking 
lane  to  haul  materials  and  load  the  IBM."  Question:  What  will  the  economic  and 
social  impacts  be  of  a  disruption  of  this  magnitude  be  over  a  penod  of  six  months? 

1 3.  Page  38:  "Thrs  Alternattve  would  generate  an  estimated  18  truck  trips  per  day 
during  the  2.5  year  excavation  of  the  guidev/ay,  13  truck  trips  during  the  two-year 
excavation  period  for  the  Moscone  Station,  and  7  truck  trips  per  day  for  the  excavation 
of  the  Union  Square/Market  Street  Station  (3,0  year  construction  period)  and  the 
Chinatown  Statbn  {2,5  year  construction  period)  assocfated  with  soils  excavation  and 
backfill."  Question;  Hew  many  truck  trips  will  be  needed  for  the  extraction  pit  at 
Washington  Square? 

14.  Page  71 :  "The  TBM  retrieval  shaft  in  Columbus  Avenue  Is  within  the  original 
boundary  of  Washington  Square  as  laid  out  in  1846  and  until  Cofurnbus  Avenue  cut 
through  it  in  about  1 673;  deposits  associated  with  the  park  may  be  present  beneath 
the  roadv/ay."* 

Question:  What  impact  will  the  possible  uncovering  of  archeological  site  or  relics 
have? 


1 5.  Page  7B:  "There  would  bo  no  vibration  impacts  to  the  park  and  visual  impacts 
would  be  limited  to  the  duration  of  construction  and  would  not  substanti^alfy  impact 
park  use  or  historic  integrity.  Five  additional  properties,  considered  contributors  to  the 
propc^ed  Washington  SquarR  HiRtnirir.  niafrict.  are  located  within  200  f««t  of  the 
extraction  shaft.  The  buildings  include  1636-1656  PoweK  Street,  §75-579  Columbus 
Street.  173M741  Powell  Street.  1717-1719  Powell  Street.  ar>d  1701--1711  Powell 
Street.  Because  of  the  distances  from  the  e)ftraction  shaft  and  the  temporary  nature  of 
construction  activity,  there  would  not  be  vibration  impacts  to  any  of  the  historic 
buildings." 

This  discussion  appears  to  be  overly  optimistic.  If  there  is  a  substantial  amount  of 
earth  being  removed  very  close  to  the  surface  in  the  middle  of  street  adjacent  to  these 
buildings  they  will  experience  vibration. 

16.  Map  page  46;  Map  appears  to  indicate  that  there  would  more  byildings/lots 
affected  by  the  TBM  extraction  than  listed. 

17.  Pages  83  and  §7:  The  traffic  alternatives  for  North  Beach  are  not  detailed  enough 
and  do  not  appear  to  be  realistic  given  that  Columbus  is  bumper  to  bumper  during 
rush  hours. 


Summary; 

•  This  EIR  doesn't  give  complete  coverage  to  the  impacts  to  and  on  North  Beach 
and  specifically  Washington  Square  Park. 

•  Washington  Square  is  an  historic  area  and  a  much  used  park  -  the  Environment 
Section  does  not  cover  the  impacts  tn  detail  but  instead  complete  avoids  any 

discussion. 
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•  Extracting  the  Tunnel  Boring  Machine  (TBM)  logically  will  be  noisier  and 
environmentally  impacting  than  when  it  is  deep  below  the  gmmd.  The  arrticipated 
noise  levels  and  vibration  appear  to  be  underesiirTiiated  and  not  realistic 

•  Other  alternative  extraction  locations  should  be  discys;&6d  md  oonsider ed, 

•  The  economic  and  social  impacts  on  the  North  Besch  neighbOftiood  have  not 
boen  adequately  addressed. 

•  Norfh  Beach  needs  to  be  represented  on  the  Commur^ity  Advisory  Group  (CAG), 

•  Washington  Square  does  not  appear  to  be  the  right  ctioice  for  the  location  of  the 
extraction  pit. 


Lee  Goodin 

600  Chestnut  Street  #40a 
San  Francisco  CA  94133 
415  346-4335 
Igoodi  n  1  @mi  ndsp  ring ,  coin 
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Responses  to  Letter  I 
I-l 

A  surface  alternative  was  evaluated  as  part  of  the  screening  process  prior  to  the  preparation  of  the  Draft 
SEIS/SEIR.  This  alternative  was  rejected  because  it  would  increase  surface  congestion,  particularly  along 
Stockton  Street,  and  would  not  improve  service  reliability  and  travel  times,  as  set  forward  in  the  project 
Purpose  and  Need. 

The  third  paragraph,  page  2-57  of  the  SEIS/SEIR,  is  modified  as  follows  to  further  explain  the  screening 
of  the  surface  alternative: 

"Subsequent  to  the  Scoping  Process,  an  updated  Project  construction  cost  estimate  was 
prepared  that  exceeded  the  proposed  budget  for  the  Project.  A  panel  of  construction 
experts  working  with  the  Project  design  team  undertook  a  cost  reduction  analysis  to 
identify  ways  of  reducing  the  cost  of  the  Project  without  compromising  its  overall 
purpose  and  need.  Surface  alternatives  along  Third,  Fourth,  and  Stockton  Streets  and 
continuing  north  to  Fisherman's  Wharf  were  evaluated  as  part  of  this  process,  but  were 
rejected  from  further  evaluation  in  the  Draft  SEIS/SEIR  because  they  had  fewer  benefits 
in  terms  of  service  reliability  and  greater  impacts  on  parking  and  traffic.  Though  the 
capital  costs  were  less  for  a  surface  alternative  than  for  a  subway  alternative,  the  surface 
alternatives  only  minimally  met  the  project  purpose  and  need  and  resulted  in  higher 
operation  and  maintenance  costs.' 

In  response  to  public  input  during  Scoping  and  recommendations  from  the  cost  reduction 
effort,  a  new  option  for  the  Fourth/Stockton  Alignment  design  was  identified.  The 
original  Fourth/Stockton  Alignment  was  designated  Option  A  (LP A)  and  a  modified 
Fourth/Stockton  Alignment,  described  below,  was  designated  as  Option  B  (Modified 
LP  A).  The  changes  incorporated  into  the  Option  B  (Modified  LP  A)  Alternative  are 
summarized  below." 

'  PBAVong  for  Muni.  FINAL  DRAFT,  Task  1 .72-01,  Conceptual  Alternative  Downtown  Rail  Alignment 
Study  Volume  1 .  Summary  Report.  Revision  Oc.  March  20.2006. 

1-2 

The  Stockton/Fourth  Street  Transit  Preferential  Streets  (TPS)  project,  as  identified  in  the  SFMTA 
2005/2006  Short  Range  Transit  Plan,  called  for  the  extension  of  a  Stockton-Fourth  Street  Transit  Lane 
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from  Stockton  and  O'Farrell  Streets  across  Market  Street  to  Fourth  and  Clementina  Streets,  providing  a 
continuous  transit  lane  from  the  south  end  of  the  Stockton  tunnel.  This  project  was  completed  in  2004 
and  facilitates  the  surface  flow  of  Muni  buses.  Further  information  on  TPS  is  available  in  the  SFMTA 
Short  Range  Transit  Plan. 

1-3 

The  project  boundary  is  Jackson  Street,  which  is  located  in  Chinatown.  The  Community  Advisory  Group 
(CAG),  which  was  originally  created  for  the  Third  Street  Light  Rail  Project,  did  not  initially  include  any 
project  activities  that  extended  into  the  North  Beach  neighborhood.  In  2006,  a  construction  variant  for 
extraction  of  the  Tunnel  Boring  Machine  (TBM)  extending  into  North  Beach  via  Columbus  Avenue  was 
added  to  Alternative  3A  and  3B.  Since  that  occurred,  SFMTA  has  met  with  representatives  from  the 
Telegraph  Hill  Dwellers  and  RENEWSF  to  discuss  this  proposal.  In  addition,  the  CAG  has 
recommended  the  addition  of  a  representative  from  the  North  Beach  area  and  SFMTA  is  in  the  process  of 
soliciting  that  representation. 

1-4 

The  Area  Plan  boundaries  in  Figure  4-1  reflect  the  boundaries  of  those  six  neighborhoods  that  have  a 
specific  Area  Plan  adopted  as  part  of  the  San  Francisco  Plarming  Department  General  Plan  (see 
discussion  starting  on  page  4-3  of  the  SEIS/SEIR).  A  specific  Area  Plan  has  not  been  prepared  for  North 
Beach  and  therefore  it  is  not  depicted  on  this  figure. 

1-5 

The  Waterfront  Land  Use  Plan  and  BCDC's  San  Francisco  Bay  Plan  and  San  Francisco  Waterfront 
Special  Area  Plan  are  mentioned  in  the  Plans  and  Policies  section  as  they  are  relevant  to  the  service  area 
impacted  by  the  No  Project/TSM  Alternative  and  all  of  the  Build  Alternatives.  The  No  Project/TSM 
Alternative  would  continue  to  have  surface  rail  operations  on  The  Embarcadero,  which  falls  under  the 
scope  of  the  Waterfront  Land  Use  Plan  and  the  BCDC  plans.  In  addition,  the  eastern  Waterfront  Land 
Use  Plan  boundary  extends  to  Third  and  King  Streets,  which  falls  within  the  study  area  for  all  Build 
Alternatives. 

1-6 

As  discussed  in  the  SEIS/SEIR  in  Section  6.12,  the  mature  trees  within  Washington  Square  Park  and 
along  the  western  edge  of  the  park  would  not  be  impacted  by  construction  of  the  Turmel  Boring  Machine 
extraction  pit  that  would  be  located  in  the  middle  two  lanes  of  Columbus  Avenue.  Consistent  with  the 
Urban  Forestry  Ordinance,  Article  16,  San  Francisco  Public  Works  Code,  the  small  street  trees  in  the 


i 
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median  of  the  street  do  not  meet  the  definition  of  a  significant  tree  and  would  be  removed  and  replaced  at 
a  1:1  ratio  following  construction  (see  Biology,  page  6-99,  in  the  SEIS/SEIR).  A  certified  arborist  would 
be  present  during  construction  of  the  TMB  retrieval  shaft  to  monitor  protection  of  tree  roots  during 
excavation. 

1-7 

Page  4-50  of  the  SEIS/SEIR  documents  the  existing  archaeological  conditions  of  the  study  area, 
specifically  along  Columbus  Avenue.  The  reference  cited  by  the  commenter  goes  on  to  say,  "Due  to  the 
depth  of  the  tunnel  at  this  location,  the  only  potential  historical  archaeological  resources  that  may  be 
encountered  are  artifacts  from  filled  wells."  Mitigation  measures  for  archaeological  resources 
encountered  during  construction  of  the  project  are  described  in  Chapter  6.0  Construction  Methods, 
Impacts,  and  Mitigation  on  pages  6-61  thru  6-67  and  would  be  responsive  to  both  City  and  Federal 
guidelines  and  laws  for  recovery  and  documentation  of  resources.  Archaeological  impacts  for  the  TBM 
shaft  along  Columbus  Avenue  are  identified  as  moderately  sensitive  for  Alternative  3A  and  3B  for  the 
presence  of  historical  park  remains  fi"om  1840-1873  (see  pages  6-69  and  6-71  of  the  SEIS/SEIR).  Federal 
and  state  guidelines  require  that  undertakings  subject  to  environmental  review  address  potential  effects  to 
archaeological  resources.  Under  State  environmental  laws,  a  project  that  may  have  an  adverse  effect  on  a 
significant  archaeological  resource  is  a  project  that  may  have  a  significant  effect  on  the  environment. 

1-8 

Page  4-70  of  the  SEIS/SEIR  describes  the  existing  cultural  resources  that  would  be  potentially  impacted 
by  the  Central  Subway  Project.  Washington  Square  Park  and  the  associated  Washington  Square  Park 
Triangle  are  the  only  historic  architectural  resources  that  are  located  in  proximity  to  the  TBM  extraction 
shaft.  As  noted  on  pages  6-26  (Section  6.2.2)  and  6-33  (Section  6.2.3)  of  the  SEIS/SEIR,  which  describe 
the  construction  process  for  Alternatives  3A  and  3B,  respectively,  the  construction  of  the  TBM 
excavation  shaft  on  Columbus  Avenue  would  take  approximately  six  months  and  retrieval  of  the  TBM 
would  take  about  one  week.  During  the  construction  period,  businesses  and  residences  in  the  immediate 
vicinity  would  be  subject  to  construction-related  impacts,  such  as  traffic,  noise,  dust,  and  vibration.  The 
impacts  related  to  the  North  Beach  Construction  Variant  are  discussed  in  Construction  Impacts  Sections 
6.3  through  6.15  in  the  SEIS/SEIR. 

1-9 

Page  4-110  of  the  SEIS/SEIR  describes  the  existing  hazardous  material  conditions  that  would  be 
potentially  impacted  by  the  Central  Subway  Project.  The  construction-related  hazardous  material  impacts 
are  summarized  in  Section  6.13  on  pages  6-108  and  6-109.   As  noted  in  the  mitigation  measures  for 
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Alternative  3A  and  3B,  the  North  Beach  Construction  Variant  would  require  an  additional  sampling  work 
plan  to  be  completed  as  part  of  the  Soil  Quality  Investigation  for  the  segment  of  Stockton  Street  between 
Jackson  and  Green  Streets  and  for  Columbus  Avenue  from  Green  Street  to  just  north  of  Union  Street. 
This  investigation  would  be  required  to  meet  the  requirements  of  Article  20  of  the  San  Francisco 
Municipal  Code.  The  findings  of  the  soils  investigation  would  be  included  in  a  Soils  Analysis  Report  and 
Site  Mitigation  Report  according  to  the  Article  20  guidelines.  A  groundwater  investigation  in 
conformance  with  the  state  and  local  guidelines  and  requirements  would  also  be  conducted  in  conjunction 
with  the  soil  investigation. 

I-IO 

Table  4-32  on  page  4-136  of  the  SEIS/SEIR  describes  the  current  noise  levels  along  the  Central  Subway 
Corridor  and  therefore  does  not  reflect  any  project-related  noise.  Table  6-3  on  page  6-115  of  the 
SEIS/SEIR  identifies  the  range  of  noise  expected  from  construction-related  activities  along  the  project 
corridor.  As  shovm  on  page  6-115  of  the  document,  temporary  construction  noise  would  be  expected  to 
be  in  the  range  of  85  to  89  decibels,  while  ambient  noise  level  ranges  from  71  to  74  decibels.  A  series  of 
mitigation  measures,  including  preparation  of  a  Noise  Control  Plan,  are  outlined  on  page  6-117  to  6-118 
to  minimize  noise  disruption  during  construction  and  reduce  noise  impacts  to  a  less-than-significant  level. 
The  extraction  of  the  TBM  is  expected  to  last  approximately  one  week,  a  temporary  impact. 

Ill 

All  construction  impacts  including  those  for  the  North  Beach  Construction  Variant  are  summarized  in 
Chapter  6.0.  As  noted  on  page  6-38  of  the  SEIS/SEIR,  the  construction  of  the  TBM  removal  shaft  in 
North  Beach  would  take  approximately  six  months  to  construct  and  one  week  would  be  required  for  the 
extraction  of  the  TBM(s).  During  the  six  month  period,  the  number  of  traffic  lanes  on  Columbus  Avenue 
would  be  reduced  to  just  one  lane  in  each  direction  and  would  be  shifted  to  avoid  the  area  under 
construction.  This  would  also  require  shifting  of  the  overhead  wires  for  the  30-Stockton,  41 -Union,  and 
45-Union/Stockton  trolley  bus  lines  and  temporary  relocation  of  bus  stops.  Temporary  rerouting  of 
traffic  may  be  required  as  noted  on  Figure  E-12.  In  addition  to  these  circulation  impacts,  neighbors  of  the 
construction  site  would  be  impacted  by  noise,  vibration,  and  dust  during  construction  activities.  The 
construction  impacts  and  related  mitigation  measures  to  minimize  air,  dust,  and  noise  impacts  are  outlined 
in  Sections  6.14  and  6.15  of  the  SEIS/SEIR. 

The  construction  shaft  at  Washington  Square  would  not  be  used  for  the  removal  of  muck  from  the  tunnel 
excavation.  Disposal  of  excavated  materials  from  the  tunnel  construction  (station  excavation  will  be  at 
each  station)  would  occur  at  the  portal  at  the  south  end  of  the  subway  tunnel  (Fourth  and  Brannan  for 
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Alternative  3B).  The  excavation  of  muck  for  the  TBM  extraction  shaft  itself  would  last  about  three 
months  and  is  expected  to  generate  approximately  five  truck  trips  per  day  during  that  period. 
Contaminated  soil  would  be  off-hauled  to  a  treatment  facility  south  of  San  Francisco  while  clean  fill  may 
be  distributed  to  construction  sites  within  the  city,  as  needed. 

1-12 

The  SFMTA  would  be  required  to  maintain  public  access  to  all  properties  during  the  construction  phase 
and  to  minimize  social  and  economic  impacts  associated  with  construction  activities  and  the  potential 
disruption  of  business  access.  As  stated  in  Section  6.5  of  the  SEIS/SEIR,  no  property  takes  are  required 
for  construction  of  the  North  Beach  Construction  Variant,  but  an  easement  under  a  parcel  located  at  1455 
Stockton  Street  would  be  required.  SFMTA  would  act  in  accordance  with  all  existing  federal  and  state 
regulations  and  guidelines  to  minimize  disruption  to  affected  property  and  business  owners  and  residents 
during  the  construction  phase. 

1-13 

As  stated  in  Response  to  Comment  I- 11,  an  estimated  five  truck  trips  per  day  would  be  associated  with 
the  off-hauling  of  excavated  materials  associated  with  the  TBM  extraction  shaft  in  North  Beach.  Other 
truck  trips  associated  with  muck  removal  for  the  tunnel  would  be  off-hauled  from  the  construction  shaft  at 
the  beginning  of  the  TBM  tunnel  at  Fourth  Street  between  Bryant  and  Harrison  Streets.  A  limited  number 
of  truck  trips  would  be  generated  in  Washington  Square  during  the  one  week  period  when  the  TBM  is 
removed  from  the  site. 

1-14 

See  response  to  comment  1-7  above. 
1-15 

Section  6.15  of  the  SEIS/SEIR  describes  noise  and  vibration  impacts  and  mitigation  measures  during  the 
temporary  construction  of  the  project.  Potential  for  an  adverse  effect  from  construction  vibration  is 
controlled  by  adhering  to  vibration  limits  for  settlement  of  structures  and  requiring  monitoring  to  assure 
that  vibration  is  within  specified  limits  during  construction  activities.  Mitigation  measures  are  described 
on  pages  6-117  to  6-1 19.  The  maximum  peak  particle  vibration  (PPV)  velocity  level,  in  any  direction,  at 
any  of  the  historic  structures  along  the  corridor  should  not  exceed  0.12  inches/second  for  any  length  of 
time.  Periodic  vibration  monitoring  at  the  closest  structure  to  any  construction  activities  would  be 
required;  construction  would  be  halted  if  vibration  levels  exceed  the  0.12  inches/second  threshold  level 
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and  different  construction  equipment  or  procedures  would  be  implemented  to  reduce  vibration  levels  to 
less-than-significant. 

1-16 

It  is  not  clear  to  which  figure  the  commenter  is  referring.  The  potential  historic  architectural  structures  in 
the  North  Beach,  Washington  Square,  and  Powell  Street  Historic  Districts  that  would  potentially  be 
affected  by  the  construction  of  the  North  Beach  Construction  Variant  are  discussed  on  page  4-69  through 
4-75  of  the  SEIS/SEIR.  The  boundaries  of  the  Historic  Districts  are  outlined  on  Figure  4-5,  page  4-54  of 
the  SEIS/SEIR. 

1-17 

The  detour  routes  included  in  Appendix  E  of  the  SEIS/SEIR  have  been  prepared  by  the  Department  of 
Parking  and  Traffic  (DPT)  and  are  based  on  the  preliminary  engineering  information  for  each  alternative. 
Once  an  alternative  is  selected  and  the  project  moves  into  the  final  design  phase,  SFMTA  would  select  the 
most  appropriate  detour  routes  and  develop  temporary  transportation  system  management  measures  along 
these  routes,  e.g.  additions  of  turn  lanes  at  key  intersections,  conversion  of  parking  lanes  into  peak  period 
travel  lanes,  etc.  Detour  routes  would  be  advertised  prior  to  construction  in  the  appropriate  media.  When 
construction  detours  are  implemented,  traffic  control  police  would  monitor  critical  locations  along  the 
detours  to  promote  uncongested  traffic  flow.  Traffic  detours  would  also  be  coordinated  with  other 
construction  projects  in  the  vicinity  (see  page  6-37  of  the  SEIS/SEIR). 

1-18 

Impacts  to  Washington  Square  from  the  temporary  construction  of  the  TMB  extraction  shaft  are  discussed 
in  the  SEIS/SEIR  in  Section  6.0  under  biology,  cultural  resources,  noise  and  vibration.  Impacts  are 
described  as  less-than-significant  with  mitigation  measures.  The  construction  of  the  TMB  shaft  on 
Columbus  Avenue  is  estimated  to  take  about  six  months  and  the  extraction  of  the  TBM  would  take  about 
one  week  (page  6-26).  This  is  considered  a  short-term,  construction  related,  temporary  impact  that  would 
less-than-significant.  Information  about  the  construction  activity  and  schedule  would  be  posted  in  the 
Washington  Square  Park  area  and  would  be  provided  to  businesses  and  residents  around  the  square,  and 
to  park  users  prior  to  construction.  See  Response  to  Comments  1-3  through  1-17  above  for  detailed 
responses. 
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November  27.  2007 


Mr  BiilWycka 

Acting  Erviionmenlsl  Review  Off*oer 
San  Trancisco  ?"lariri[ig  Departme?5l 
Certlrai-  Subway  Didit  SE  3,'3EiR 
1650  Wifi.5.on  Street.  Sui'e  40O 
San  Francisco,  CA  d'HO 


Pear  Mr  Wycko. 

CYC  is  pfeassd  ?o  'mM  Ifsis  letter  in  support  of  Ihe  Central  Sut'Avay  Projcet  ani^  now  it 
wili  a^fepi  t^e  fi/os  of  ressdenls  ir  ilie  Cjiinato'ivn  and  Nonh  Beachrrelegrspt>  HW  areas. 

Eve-  -sjnce  "Mb  eartliqu&Ke  in  1985  rjlo&ed  dovm  L*?b  freeway  ramp  teadirg  inie 
Chiratown,  IHe  cixnrriunity  has  &tiffored  in  numeroiis  ways.  (I'.fs  projeci  wilt  E>e  vitfll  in 
rccoririectinq  the  comnnunity  w4h  Ihe  rest  o?  the  cily.  Once  comptate.  the  pro^ct  will 
iniprove  service  reliability  and  ir^o'el  times,  ur^iiance  Iransjl  conri^ecfions.  aaa  pravlQB 
scDficrrtic  oppoflurirlics      access  io  jobs  for  resitde^^ts  in  the  area. 

Additionally,  thi.<i  critical  cransportaJiun  vn^<y^mm\\  w^il  link  osher  rioight^orrioods  w^h 
nigii  Asian  populatiors  to  Cfiirralown,  iherHby  tmpftiN'trig  and  slren^gthereng  ccanrniinily 
conn8cl50n.Si  hslwoen  Vsitaci6">  Vaitey  tird  Chinatown.  Tfiis  is  aspoclallf  critical  lor  CYC 
In  Itial  many  o'  n^x  youtn  psrticipjinls  a^R  residents  cf  uncBrs^iived  naighbuf hcxids  such 
as  Viaitacior  Vailey  and  deserve  a  safe  and  gccessibto  traosporlahon  i;  j-slem  thai  wih 
enaljle  Shern  lo  Iravei  lo  CVC  wiltioul  ^eer  or  anxiety, 

Aftyr  nearly  2D  year^  of  advacacjf  a^d  o'ganir     by  1he  ChinatO'Afl  c-omriun  ly ,  we 
strongly  beiiftve  it  &  'imQ  lo  sddroas  tho  needs  arxJ  demands  af  out  cornmunity  and  end 
ihu  ise  !i3lic  n  l^Ky  t'ave  had  !o  esudure  ?t>?  i'-vo  decades  Wo  also  &eli«vB  ihat  once  iriis 
project  is  coniplelfKl  Cenlral  Sl-hway.  a'Xm  exigtng  &U3  services  such  f.s  the  9.X.  30, 
and  45  lines,  snnuld  r^it  be  e^imiriitoc  or  reduced  in  ser*/ces.  The  eli.Tinalian  of  Iha  15 
has  crealec  ingurmounlabSe  iicon(.'en,iencBS  Lo  residents  in  Chiriatown  fiod  No^th 
BeanhiTeiegraph  H^ll  and  we  do  not  war^t  see  a  r«peai  fit  the  oornplelor  ol  ?liiS  projBcl 

Ihgnlc  yau  ftK  yonr  attenliori  and  conaideration  in  support  of      ?iripor*ar?l  profGCl 

Sincerely, 


J-1 


J-2 


-I  i  tt\wi<  IJ  ay  .-ij;i'Mij' 


Sarah  Wari 
Ej<ecutfve  Oireciof 


Central  Subway  Project  Final  SEIS/SEIR  -  Volume  II 


3-36 


3.0:  WRITTEN  COMMENTS  AND  RESPONSES 


Responses  to  Letter  J 
J-1 

Statement  in  support  of  the  project  is  noted. 
J-2 

As  noted  on  pages  3-36  and  3-37  of  the  SEIS/SIER  bus  service  on  the  30-Stockton,  45-Union/Stockton, 
and  9X/9AX/BX-San  Bruno  would  continue  once  the  Central  Subway  is  completed.  Elimination  of  these 
lines  is  not  contemplated  at  this  time.  The  implementation  of  rail  service  on  the  Central  Subway  would 
provide  an  opportunity  to  adjust  headways  on  surface  bus  lines  as  numerous  long-distance  passengers 
shift  to  the  Central  Subway.  In  addition,  the  22-Fillmore  line  is  planned  to  be  extended  into  Mission  Bay 
to  supplement  surface  bus  operations  (see  page  3-10). 
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Comment  Form  K 


SAN  FRANCISCO 

PLANNING  DEPARTMENT 


PUBLIC  COMMENTS  ^SMB: 


i653aisi\!iia 

Sas  Ff  imSsco, 
419.559.6378 

tntxaiilioi: 


PLEASE  AD&'KEEP  ME  ON  YOUR  MAILING  LISTj 


MAILING  AODRRSSieSiid.  I^V 

 ^^^^^  ^  WVucked       ^[j^c-^^efe^l  ,k<u/ 

PHCWs  NWBtiN  Sl^fSfl  EtAVL  ADDRESS  2B5tett 


Public  cqmmerits  wil  bo  accepted  -rcni  Ocxtor  17, 200"/.  to  6:00  p.m  on  Cccorrfcer  10,  2iX7.  WItefl  osnifrcnts  sIhoLfd  fcc 
aidmneii  lo  BUI  V/yciso,  AcUrg  Ervl'onmsrital  Revisci/^  OUcer.  San  frandsco  Plarning  I>epar1n:ent  Central  Subsvay  Craft 
SSISi'SHIR,  1650  Wl99lon  Stred,  SulJe  430,  San  Francisco,  CA  94105.  Gomfnenls  receiwd  at  Uie  ptiblic  ^eat^l>§  ard  In 
wtWj  vt\\\  be  Jesponded  to  h  a  Corimefts  and  Responses  dxuxent  If  ycu  have  an/  ij^Kssttons  atout  Lie  ffiwironmental 
reviftw  of  llie  ptr^x^J  pnpjsd,  p  ease  call  Joan  A,  Kugler  575-69?5, 

Sffi.^.^S5i&TSf  flj  Bill  Wjrcko,  Acting  Environmental  Review  Officer,  San  Francisco  PieniiEng  Department, 
Cetitrai  Siibv,-&y  Dnifl  SHISi'SEIR,  1 650  M ission  StrceL  Suite  400,  San  Francisco,  CA  94 1 03«  ^±  H  ^:  f 

^BWff '^RJS  ,  f^mMmf^  Joati  A,  Kutlei'  jt?^  .  ^iS  4 15-5 75-692 5 » 
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SAN  FRANCISCO 


PUBLIC  COMMENTS  'jiMMM: 


InlsfjiBlisrs: 

mmmrt 


K-1 
K-2 

K-3 


PLEASE  ADn/KE£P  M£  ON  VOyR  MAfllHG  mi' 


MAIL  MG  ADDRESS  Um^it 


py-cm  wmm  JStssmii 


EMAIL  AD€«eSS  ^S^&ife 


Pubflc  coRimetJts  be  ascepled  frsm  Oetobsf  17,  i)07,  to  5:00  p,tfi,  on  D&e&mte?  10,  200?.  Wrtllan  t^raimenls  sliouW  fee 
EKidnssssK:  to  Bill  WVcfed  Asling  EiwiKsirnesiy  Review  Ofte,  S^i'  Franci^'  Plannitsg  Depanmenl,  Canlral  Subws^^  Diafl 
SE^.'SEiR,  1650  Wlsslo«  Stre^,  Suite  400,  Stn  FranciseOv  CA  11*103.  Conitmanli  f$saivfid  at  the  puMfc;  lieafing  and  in 
^vT!lir>g  wil  t»s  respor>!fed  to  ir;  a  Conments  ar>!l  Resfiorees  doc«(ilirt,  M  jiou  havi  any  qiiS!S.|tofis  atmit  Hie  SEiTOonmerrtaii 
revie^v  of  the  propcsei  p^j&st  pi^sg  cai  Joan  A,  Kuofti  at  &75'092@, 

Bill  Wycko,  Actkg  Eravirania^nlai  Revkw  OfficeF^  Sart  Fiarieiseo  PtaTOing  Deiitaiimsnit, 
Central  Subway  t^raft  SBl&'SlitR,  1650  Mission  Street,  Mm  Am,      Ettiiicisoo,  CA  94103=  Wi±  B  + 
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Responses  to  Comment  Form  K 
K-1 

As  stated  on  page  5-79  of  the  SEIS/SEIR,  potential  noise  levels  from  vent  shafts  would  be  from  the 
passby  of  underground  trains  transmitting  noise  through  the  vent  shaft  and  the  monthly  testing  of 
emergency  ventilation  fans.  For  the  most  part,  the  train  passby  noise  would  be  barely  audible  over 
background  noise.  The  vent  shafts  would  be  designed  to  meet  noise  level  limits  of  the  San  Francisco 
noise  ordinance  and  would  not  have  significant  adverse  impacts  to  adjacent  properties.  Specific  measures 
for  the  abatement  of  noise  from  the  vent  shafts  would  be  determined  during  final  design.  Testing  of  the 
emergency  ventilation  fans  could  be  restricted  during  the  times  that  Church  services  are  being  held  (see 
Mitigation  Measures,  page  5-83  of  the  SEIS/SEIR).  Churches  fall  under  Category  3  for  FTA  noise 
criteria  for  a  1-hour  Leq  (equivalent  sound  level)  with  moderate  impacts  at  70  Leq,  and  the  existing  noise 
measurements  at  Stockton  and  Sacramento  Streets  show  a  noise  level  of  72  Leq  (Table  4-32  on  page  4- 
136  of  the  SEIS/SEIR).  Mitigation  measures  to  minimize  the  noise  and  vibration  impacts  associated  with 
the  general  operation  of  the  train  are  outlined  on  pages  5-83  and  5-85  of  the  SEIS/SEIR. 

K-2 

An  emergency  exit  would  be  located  between  Washington  and  Jackson  Streets,  on  the  west  sidewalk  of 
Stockton  Street  for  Alternative  3B,  as  shown  on  Figure  2-22,  page  2-46  of  the  SEIS/SEIR. 

K-3 

Shadow  analysis  is  required  for  public  parks  and  for  the  reduction  of  shadows  on  certain  public  or 
publicly  accessible  open  spaces  in  San  Francisco,  under  Section  295  (Proposition  K)  and  Section  147  of 
the  San  Francisco  Planning  Code.  For  public  or  publicly  accessible  open  spaces,  the  amount  of  area 
shadowed,  the  duration  of  the  shadow,  and  the  importance  of  sunlight  to  the  type  of  open  space  being 
shadowed  for  buildings  over  50  feet  high  needs  to  be  described.  A  preliminary  shadow  analysis  has  been 
conducted  for  the  station  building  outline  (assuming  maximum  height  and  bulk)  at  Stockton  and 
Washington  Streets  to  show  the  maximum  new  shadows  on  the  Gordon  Lau  Elementary  School 
schoolyard,  the  Methodist  Church  across  Washington  Street,  fi-om  the  proposed  station  and  the  adjacent 
Presbyterian  Church  on  Stockton  Street.  (See  Appendix  K  of  the  SEIS/SEIR).  Shadows  on  the  south 
wall  of  the  Methodist  Church,  from  the  proposed  Chinatown  Station,  would  occur  in  the  morning  and 
early  afternoon  hours  during  winter  months  (December  21),  but  not  during  other  times  of  day  or  months 
of  the  year.  The  playground  of  the  Gordon  Lau  Elementary  School  is  currently  shaded  by  adjacent 
buildings  and  the  school  itself  during  all  months  of  the  year.  Additional  shading  from  the  proposed 
Chinatown  station  building  and  vent  shaft  would  occur  on  the  eastern  edge  of  the  school  playground  in 
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the  morning  hours  and  at  noon  during  all  seasons  of  the  year  and  during  the  winter  months  (December  21) 
in  the  afternoon.  There  would  be  no  additional  shadows  cast  on  the  Presbyterian  Church  from  the 
proposed  Chinatown  Station  based  on  the  preliminary  analysis. 
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Letter  L 


Govrrnor's  Office  <5.r Punning  And  Research 


S  l'ATS  CLEARiNGHOirSK  AND  PLAiSlNING  UNIT 


STATE  OP  CALIFORNIA 


DmBCPCJ: 


RECEIVED 


Joan  A.  K%igUt 

1650  Mimm  Street,  SuUc  400 
SanFf«tjascci,CA54l05 


CITY  &  COUUTY  OF  SJ, 


DEC  0  ?  200? 


SiiV^ct  Q-iTtial  SubwAj-lhaft  JiEIS.'SEIR 
SCH#:  1956102097 

Deai  loan  A.  ICtiglcj: 

Tli^  State  aciiringhonse  fcuhiritlcd  llic  above  nm-mai  Sitj-ijJknicjitat  EIR  ?o  sclt-cled  stale  agcrcics  hf 
review.  Tfit;  icvic\v  |ietsfif]  closed  on  Dcccinbt^T  3,  20Q7,  atid  no  state  ngeiKjes  subisiittcd  conrncnii  by  flm' 
date.  This  letter  aclcsowlcdgcs  that  ym  bayv  coriiolied  with  tnc  St<){e  Ckafiji^'liousc  review  tif{{ij!ietiiciiti 
for  diafl  rnvmjnnwntal  <!<«unicnts,  pursstsnt  to  the  Caiifomia  Environmetua]  Quality  Act 

Please  caJI  the  Staic  CleaTinglxsjae  al  (9U>}  «l-i5-©&13  if  jw  have  a»y  queslions  rqgaiclsng  ihf 
cijvireiidticiilal  nivkw  process,  II  f  you  have  a  question  about  ilic  akwc-aanusd  pniieci,  please  refer  to  tlis 
EUJi  digit  Slate  Ckaiinghi  iuRf;  liumbcr  when  omt^cimg  this  office. 


Teiry  Roberts 
DiiecEor,  Slate  tli 


iMtin^liHUSC 
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Documefil  Details  R«part 
Stato  Clearinghouse  Data  Bas^ 


scm  mm2m 

ProjMt  Tim    Cenaa*  Subv/ay  DraP!  SFlSi'S€rfl 
Ltntri  Agency    San  Francisco  Planning  DKifirtrnnrrt 


Type 


SIR 


SuppVinTiOnUil  CR 

The  ContTiJ  Subway  to  Chinatown  is  Phasa  2  <s«  lihfl  1t>irel  Shrael  light  Reif  Biajecl  tMl.  miM  f^mnd 
ighl  rail  far  1.7  ^iifes  on  a  isu'fa-SB.i'sutKvayf  alipistiunt  from  fhe  curfflnt  lerrafiniss  a(  Fourlh  and  Kinn 
Straets  to  Jackwn  Strtiel    CHmloMi.  Under  llie  Ucaliy  Priifrstfiacl  Mattf&ma,  iNe  rii  v#oi;sld  ppESratHs 
on  tna  su-face  frorr,  FourtJ?  and  King  Siffrsca  1o  s  pals^  beiic/eBn  T^^^wis^srid  and  Brannan  Streets  wNro 
it  viioiid  iraivaiBon  to  suSwa/cpcriiHjris.  "Riare  wQidl«liS2a  lh(Ba  sukvay  st3tto«is.:  Unisn 
Sqwirci'"Mijrkat  S'.rfraC,  and  CI-ilpatoftn.  C4hwr  fiJItjfifialives  *aiid  indliide  one  sgrfnc**  ^Mim  mvd  a  ^it 
Union  SfjUiifo  anS  Markat  Slroct  slslion, 


Load  Agency  Contact 


N9m« 
Agency 

tmaf) 
Addreiss 


.lann  A.  KuQl&f 

San  Frsicisco  Planning  Dfipaurta^ssat 

1350  VH^slon  Strg^,  Suiln  -tDO 
San  Francisiia 


fax 


Project  Location 


Caunty 
City 

Croaa  Streets 


Ran  Franciaio 
San  FranclscD 

Thirdi'F{?yrtM  51,  listA«eri  King  &  ^lark^t  St  ^rsd  JmM^ei  St.;  SfeckSsfi  S5.  behro^jn  Mfirket  »d  iacK 
Osjislrusted  in  pyblis  fighl«?sf*wiy,  oxDSpt  for  slatloi?  arsasto  ijo  determins*!. 


ProxImFtyto: 

Afrparbi 
Land  Lfss 


i4wy.     i.2Bi,  hao 

Cfillrain.  a>\RT.  Umi  MeIrD 
Sar-  Frarclstx>  Bay 

MulUple:SF  Oomsntmi?^  Calle^6,Ajeaiden'iy    Arf,Oiin??«  Cwlral.ale 

induslrkil.  Dcr.^fitoM^n  ComnercisS  Pi!i.:r.d.  PiiLtit'Cperi  Space,  f^^ulil-Famili'  R{>2:id!ffi!ial,  ans  MU:«d* 
Ue«-  Segmeini-s  af  Ihe  fs.1  corrdor  i'a'm^  ^ea-Ai-,  gmnaiid  Ey/  Uie  South  of  Mark'Sjl:,  Srjsl  SCMA, 
Do^m1oVi»n,  3nd  Gfiinaliy^n  jSiraa  Plan*. 


Pro/ect  fssuss   Aes^teliOfVl&asf,  Air  Q  js.rf/:  A^e^oolyaie-Historic;  fcognonfca<'.Jc.l3^;  Fiscal  tmpada;  Fiaod 
PlfiiruFkirsdifi§;  G&2(oglix*Beisnl!;:  NpIho;  PtipulallsnyHsus^g  Balance-  Publk:  S(ar>i'it«a, 
RoSrwsiarii'Psiirks;  5ct'o&s<\Jnlverslij0s:  Soil  rraskmiOan'pac^teii.'Gracira;  Tpxirj'Mji^jB-dous; 
TrafiG/CifijulaiiDrs,;  VV:ile.'  C?jalll?/,  'A'aler  &)pply;  V«"ildl«e;  iaridLse;  QtcMh  mducing;  CumUali^M* 
Effecte;  Otts^r  \mm$ 


Mvi^wms  ReSfS^Jfc^s  ^^ancy;  Dspgrlnranl  nf  Fish  strid  Gsms,  Rsjfo^:  3;  Cal  Fir*!;  OfR?*  ^.f  historic  Firoser^^stlosK 
AgaricUs   cs«>|iartment  of  Parks  aid  ^ects'^im^  Qiip-^Amml  of  Warn  ResoiirsG*:  S?in  FRjnciSKS£>  Bay 

0>1[m^i\kih  asJd  S^ii^topniwit  Gsjmmis.'jiari;  CisKnmia  h^hway  Patnolr  CsHrsns,  Oislrid  4;  Ca!1fa?is. 
0^*?isioR  ^Tm^i^iarMQn  P\mnbt^:,  Nativ&  Amsriran  Narilagje  OommisslDf?;  Pubr^;  Usiilios 
CcKUfmissian;  Regiarial  Water  CjusiiyCdntrol  Boand,  Ri^n    Slale  Watar  Rfl&ourcea  Coi^fOf  Board. 
Clean  Waisr  PR^ram;  Air  Ra^iauf  C4Qb  Board,  Tsanspof^af  itsn  Pfujacts 


End  of  Rltvfa^  1  mzmOi 
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Responses  to  Letter  L 
L-1 

This  letter  confirms  procedural  compliance  with  the  State  Clearinghouse  environmental  review.  There 
were  no  comments  from  State  reviewing  agencies. 


Central  Subway  Project  Final  SEIS/SEIR  -  Volume  II 


3-44 


3.0:  WRITTEN  COMMENTS  AND  RESPONSES 


Letter  M 


c/ci  B38  Grsiil  AywA^t^^  Suite  Mt4 
Franeisco,  CA  941  OS 


Bill  W^-cko 

Act  ng  Bm'smnmcsila]  Review  Offieo' 
San  Fninclsco  Planning  Dcpartn'.cnl 
CetU^^1l  Subway  Oi  aft  ijElS'SBlR 
1650  Mission  Slr«.1,  Suite  400 
San  Fi'aucisco^CA  941113 
December  7. 2007 

Deal-  Ml*.  Wjf^cko, 

C'hiiiwtovvti  TRIP  has  been  5wivnc;iling  for  the  U-aiisporlalion  ncieds  ofihc  Ch'w.k\'own 
conujuniity  for  over  30  years.  Bruising  loqcthcr  community  r«siiclerits,  eiiyijiccis,  asd 
planners,  our  coiiiniittec  Ims  been  :U  i!ie  ro:  cfmitl  cif  aiialy/jiiig  and  prcipt>i»iuy.  sj^lutioiis  to 
Ihe  ininsportat^oii  problems  our  coi^imumly  f:iL-L:s.  Over  ihc  ysan;,  lliiK  has  led  to  iht 
esiiiblisluiKiiit  of  bus  routes,  increased  bus  iTequcncy,  safer  cmsswalkii  Air  piidesirian^, 
and  advociijuy  to  build  the  CeiiU^l  Subway, 

Wc  strongly  support  the  Central  Subway  Project,  In  particular,     ciscfome  Aiifiroative 
Three,  Option  B  ibr  l\w  Locally  Preferif ci  Ail«f native  witii  ih#  Chinatciiwu  Siiuion  locaied 
at  tbe  i«tw?5cction  of  Washtug,tou  and  Jtcteon.  Stt«li.  We  \wm  ilree  pfinipry  concent 
with  regard  to  ihe  Draft  SF.!S/SEfR: 

»  Tivirfic  flow  dmh'j.  coiiHtr.iL-iLun  uL-udi;  to  be  delulied  Md  we  find  the  iiinps  in  the 
SBJS''SHIR  inaiir.jxuic  iuul  uJJuuli  10  understand.  Wc  would  like  to  .sec  n  crufHc 
How  and  managtniLiii  plan  from  DPI  vcell  is!:  isdvancc  of  the  siM  ofconsfrucijon. 

•  S^^nnoc  in  i:n^Jish  and  CI-ir.cHU  lis  notify  Cdmmuaiiy  members  of  cbangcR  m 
transit  dunnj"  ajid  aftLn-coustniclion. 

•  Development  oi'a  stxxniil  poilal  to  lix  (Zhimlm^-n  Slation  al  ihe  lower  level 
commci^ial  plaxa  kit  ihc  Mandisrin  Tmvuf  si1«  (southca??  wmQi  n-'.Stnck^on  Sired 
ami  Washinp:orj  Street).  Ihv  siduivylkss  m  Cbiiialown      »<itriow  ami  con^^csicc 
anti  it  will  be  difilcull  for  all  SFMTA  nd&'S  to  ti'Aci  mid  CKil  fr€^    .^inr;'c  portal. 
1 1  IS  necessary  to  dispeise  pedesuiaii  traffic  ¥«ltime  aid  Fjin^mizc  pedestrian 
conflicts  OR  the  narrow  Stacktou  Street  Corridor. 


EC  1  0  200? 


Finally,  Chiuaiown  THIP  cnedtuiige^  comm'yiiity      mm'cUml  ^mmpmkm  in 
develcfiiiig  ccinsiraciion  ^cijvily  mi  triile  fl&w  giiidebiies  to  rtiiniml^e  iifs^tive  impsels 
Slid  ^ismptimw  to  the  c^ofiiisntnity. 


Sinceiel^, 


£/  > 
Harvey  Loile 

Cl'iijial'Om'ji  TRIP  President 
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Responses  to  Letter  M 
Ml 

Chinatown  TRJP's  support  of  the  Central  Subway  Project  and  endorsement  of  Ahemative  3B  as  the 
Locally  Preferred  Alternative  is  noted. 

M-2 

Refer  to  Response  to  Comment  1-17.  A  more  detailed  traffic  flow  plan  would  be  prepared  once  an 
alternative  is  selected  and  the  project  advances  into  the  final  design  phase. 

M-3 

The  SFMTA  has  been  conducting  an  extensive  community  outreach  effort  as  summarized  in  Chapter  1 1 .0 
Coordination  and  Consultation.  As  indicated  on  page  5-12,  this  effort  will  continue  through  the  project 
implementation  phase.  Signage  will  be  provided  in  both  English  and  Chinese  on  all  public  notices  and 
signage  posted  for  project  meetings  and  construction  notices. 

The  following  text  is  added  at  the  end  of  the  third  paragraph  of  page  6-35: 

"MTA  will  provide  signing  related  to  transit  changes  in  Chinese  as  well  as  English." 

The  following  Transit  Improvement  Measure  (#3)  is  added  to  Table  7-2,  page  7-9: 

"3.  MTA  will  provide  signing  related  to  transit  changes  in  Chinese  as  well  as  EngHsh." 

M-4 

The  request  for  a  second  entry  to  the  Chinatown  station  at  the  lower  level  of  the  Mandarin  Towers  was 
considered,  but  is  outside  of  the  budgeted  project  cost  estimate.  The  pedestrian  level  of  service  analysis 
(see  Table  3-17,  pages  3-66  and  3-67  of  the  SEIS/SEIR)  has  shown  that  the  planned  station  entrance  is 
sufficient  to  meet  pedestrian  demand. 

M-5 

SFMTA  has  retained  the  services  of  the  CCDC  for  assistance  in  the  planning  and  implementation  of  the 
project  in  Chinatown.  SFMTA  is  committed  to  including  the  Chinatown  community  in  planning  for 
construction  to  minimize  adverse  impacts  to  the  neighborhood  and  community  over  the  five  to  six-year 
construction  period. 
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Letter  N 


December  !0.  2iW 
D&ir  Ms.  Bill  Wj'cko. 


1  am  writing  Oils  teller  to  jyrovidc  a  ChiiiiiknVFt  CiiisiinMiiiif  y  pmpectlvc  om  section  S.4.3 
HistoricitS  AiohiKrcciital  Resource  Impiicts    of  llic  Ceiilinl  Subwisy  Draft  Suppkiueidal 
EriviroiitiiuiiliU  InipacE  StatctHciiL.'  Suppksjsctilal  Eiivtraiiii^efttal  impgcif  Ifeport.  I  hmcz^nsuhsd 
wiih  Uif  Cliiiic^e  Histoncal  Society  of  .•\nicfic<iii  liiid  kica!  atxlsitectural  Nsioriaiif  Phil  €'\my  ta 
lies])!  out  the  content  of  this  leiicr. 

la  1 9S6,  Sm  FuiRcisco  C\iy  PlaJiiiiiiy  tlid  uoi  apppDve  u  propasial  for  &  Cliimiilowp  Historic 
Dislricl,  so  it  is  |>c!culiar  iliai  ihc  mene  dij^btlily  of  tlie  neig,iiboj|i,o<od  holds  to  much  •weighL 
Tticrc  is  ail  inherent  ixiniradsctioii  iMMwcen  the  locM  plaiiiMrig  ptoee^s  Mi4  the  Natiotiirt  Rcgisier 
of  Historic  Places  (NRHP)  f>rocc<«s. 

CanccrninL  tfic  usijcrtion  Uiai  demolilfon  of  eilhcr  Stacktoiii  Street  m  Slockloti 

Slrcct  would  i:u.ii!itititce  att  adverse  effect  to  ChiiuiliTwn'K  eligibility  as  a  MRflP  histaic  clistrici, 
vvc  wDiihl  like  to  lake  a  more  nusiicoJ  imk  m  the  miemi  pf  bi^arid  i^hESservalifiiiii. 

Chinatown's  hiis^totiG^I  Inipoitaificc  is  ihmyded  in  ihal  fact  that  it  is  the  Dldt*;!  etlttiic  mmmmmiy  m 
Sail  Fnmcisto.  Tlic  sj)irit  of  She  fKXjpIc  who  reside  m  the  cQmrnmiiiy  prcseive  tfteir  history  of 
imnugralion  and  ensiling  developi  neni  of  a  cn,>ss  cukurEl  idenlily.  The  daily  ECiivilids  atsd 
intcracltons  of  the  people  of  C1iiii;«.o\vfi  Tcpic=;cnl  ihe  hisiorie  aaturc  of  llie  sseighlsarteotl.  hi  lilt 
late  1 8(K)s  and  early  I  ^OCis.  the  cvolnfioa  of  a  'X^'hiTsese"  architecture  wm  ammmxts  ihai  were 
sRided  i«  huildiisg!)  so  thst  Chinese  people  could  claim  a  phm  m  San  Fmmhm.  It  was  a 
res|Kinsc  uy  a  iiegiittve  reaction  to  Chines*  mmrgvm^  from  the  piopiiiaiioti  thai  lived  m 
f.'huialovvn  at  thu  tiitse.  Hits  history  m  delailcd  m  the  VMd  prajioEal  suhniill^  lo  the  Sam 
i-nincisco  City  Pliiiniiiig  dep^tilnienl. 

The  actual  Jirchitcctmu  i>f  the  HiifMiiH^s  s,i  t"i  •r,ir:v,  ii  may  he  rather  medio  j.re,  bill  ihcliistory, 
the  ;imch«c  of        huppcned  un  [\>tAC  ■-■•'xi- 1-.  i  .^p.i  l.i  ii    !  Iv.i  his1-.-r>-  is  no?  c::s;up.-.\![Li!:cii  in  the 
husjdmgs  thiit  are  iin  the  site  nglM  now,  and  would  not  ncccs.sm-py  he  losi  ifihoHe  bii  hliiiip.  were 
<Acmv>Hshei\   Pfeseiit  day  ChnMown       not  htiill  on  iB  flTnchili'irt  j-;L!  nicnls<  hiK  ou  Ihc  hv.ciu- 
poiiliciii  siviitcgy  tlutt  iitfltiuiifcd  ardiitotiira]  dvu.ij;i:ion,  Wliy  a;-d  ho^\  u  Uj,pper.cil  wis  riiurc 
important  than  the  aciuai  urehitectmc  Of  omamcnifttmn  «sclf 

hi  our  opinion,  desnoigdoe  of  eitiier  814-828  Stcs^-ktort  Street  or  SiocktOJi  Si  leel  docs  niOit 

in  mvi  orifselfiidverscly  irapaci  thehisioricisi  value  u>f  Hie  neigliboiliOosj.  Tlfe«  «re  3?1 
feylltlHigs  tlsiil  Im^i  hem  identified  as  contribylprs  Ed  the.  poteiilial  Cisiittatowtt  Historic  Districi, 
aod  the  loss  ofcitticr  huildiiig  in  tfUisiion  eauld  fee  mifipted  by  reljuiiditig  the  slriicls^ix;  itt  a 
raasitKr  that  best  spHs  the  ncigt^terbaod  fdbric;. 


1525  Gmrtt  Av^mim,  Sm  Fras^ciseo,  GA  133-3323 
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Responses  to  Letter  N 
N-1 

The  comments  made  in  the  CCDC  letter  regarding  input  from  the  Chinese  Historical  Society  of  America 
and  the  local  architectural  historian,  Phil  Choy,  are  not  inconsistent  with  the  findings  in  the  SEIS/SEIR. 
The  main  difference  is  in  the  identification  of  an  adverse  effect  for  the  demolition  of  either  of  the  two 
buildings  in  Chinatown  that  have  been  determined  to  contribute  to  the  potential  eligibility  of  Chinatown 
as  a  National  Register  Historic  Place-Historic  District. 

As  the  SEIS/SEIR  points  out  on  page  4-65,  a  National  Register  of  Historic  Places  Inventory  Nomination 
Form  was  completed  for  the  Chinatown  Historic  District  in  1979.  Though  reportedly  the  nomination  was 
not  approved  by  the  Planning  Department  in  1986,  the  nomination  has  not  been  rejected  by  the  State 
Historic  Preservation  Office  (SHPO).  The  original  EIS/EIR  for  the  Third  Street  Light  Rail  Project 
identified  the  buildings  at  814-828  and  933-949  Stockton  Street  as  contributors  to  the  potential  Historic 
District  in  1997  (Corbett)  and  submitted  the  nomination  forms  to  the  SHPO.  The  Office  of  Historic 
Preservation  letter  dated  February  17,  1998,  acknowledged  the  potential  Historic  District  in  their  response 
letter  as  two  of  twenty  "structures  that  appear  to  be  eligible  for  inclusion  on  the  NRHP  as  contributing 
elements  to  a  Chinatown  Historic  District,  a  district  that  has  not  been  evaluated".  The  Chinatown 
Historic  District  is  listed  on  the  California  Register  of  Historic  Resources  (status  code  rating  of  3D).  An 
adverse  effect  is  created  when  an  undertaking  alters  either  directly  or  indirectly  the  character-defining 
features  of  a  NRHP-eligible  property. 

These  factors  lead  to  the  conclusion  of  a  potential  adverse  effect  for  the  demolition  of  either  building  for  a 
station.  Page  6-73  of  the  SEIS/SEIR  describes  that  "demolition  of  contributing  elements  to  a  NRHP 
ehgible  district  constitutes  an  adverse  effect  under  Section  106  of  the  National  Historic  Preservation  Act 
of  1966  and  under  the  California  Environmental  Quality  Act."  Mitigation  measures  for  historic  property 
impacts  that  would  reduce  the  adverse  impact,  but  not  to  a  less-than-significant  level,  are  described  on 
page  6-76  of  the  SEIS/SEIR:  partial  preservation,  having  an  architectural  historian  involved  in  the  design 
of  the  new  station,  salvage  of  the  architectural  features  for  preservation,  and  development  of  a  permanent 
display  that  would  include  the  history  of  the  demolished  building  and  the  relevance  to  the  Chinatown 
District. 


Central  Subway  Project  Final  SEIS/SEIR  -  VolUme  II 


3-48 


3.0:  WRITTEN  COMMENTS  AND  RESPONSES 


Comment  Form  O 


SAN  FRANCISCO  ^m^MBim 
PLANNING  DEPARTMENT 


PUBLIC  COMMENTS  'j^MMM.'. 


«7 


<|t55S«J53JT 


PLEASE  ADD/KEEP  ME  OH  YOUR  MAILIfilG  LIST: 

^crH^   ^-/^rl  ^  


MAM.B*}G  39«J4J^. 


mom  miAmk  9M»m  mm.  ,mmm%  mMik^i 

A  public  hawing  «ui  IWs  O'Q-'I  «nd  *fer  malters  iias  been  schedtfiKl  by  llie  CHy  Piunrms  Ceituaissiai!  fof  Tlwsday 
HQvemi3«r  15,  20»?,  in  Room  -DO,  Cily  I  ML  1  Dr  Cafilan  B.  Oaodlg^l  Place.  aegiRnlRg  al  fM  pn.  a?  later,  (Qm  568'S422  the 
'^k  of  jhe  hearing  fer  g  fBcordb-d  messagg  givirg  a  mom  spesilla  ^feme.) 

s  415-558-6422  mmmmm }  * 

Public  cemmnl*  be  ascsplsd  fram  Oclabfif  IT,  2C€?,  U  Ps^no  pm  cin  Oe&en'ber  10,  Vi^rtltart  et«rtfl?ei>ls  should  be 
^dressed  to  Bill  WyGko.  idling  CrwituiTOtitpJ  ^vk^m  D^s&er,  San  Franoasn^  Flmrtref  DejsaflmgRi,  0?.mm\  SLtiwsy  Diall 
SEISi*S£IR,  tSSO  Ml^sF-ori  SSresf,  SuEte  480,  San  Franeiaoo,  CA  94163.  Csf?inori1s  mr:e\«il  3l  t?ie  public  icsring  a-td  in 
wrUi-ig  wil  respond^  t©  in  a  Osramsnls  and  ^isspsnsss  dcKwnent,  il  yo;;  nae  any  cyesllsns  afccMl  ihs  snvlpanrrtfintB! 
review  sf  Ihf  prcfrassd  prajeci.  pSt©a  cal  Joan  A-  Kugler  at  5?5'eQ2S. 

^WMM>^MWM  Bili  Wvrt^fl,  Aetfeg  EnviTOnotejttel  Review  Offl«r,  S*ni  FFiinciseo  FJaiitiijig  Dcpiirtmeti!!, 
Cfejitftiil  Ruhmv  Draft  SElS/SE-:m.  \  6SQ  Mks\m  Street.  Sii  ite  400,  S^sh  Fxmeisi a  C A  IM 1 03  c  M±  0  t 
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Responses  to  Comment  Form 
O-l 

Commenter's  support  for  the  project  is  noted. 
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Comment  Form  P 


SAN  FRAMCISCO  -Mi^mmm 
PLANNING  DEPAirriVIENT 


\^-emm  B.  2007  "  ^H-b IP    — Ji  A  S 


PUBLtC  COMMENTS  'j^WMM: 


....  .j,.^  -  ■   ,  I  -  -  ,  -  ,   -        /  ^ 


41S.59a.M7i 


Informiti'-n: 


» 4e  M  A E  M         =g  ¥  « : 

PLEASE  ADD/KEEP  ME  OM  YOUR  MAILING  USfT: 


A  public  hearing  ot  f  is  Dri^l  SE;R  ard  cfe^  milters  has  te^R  fistec-iil&j  tsy  tfie  Ctiv  ^Igriifng^  -DemfTilesiQR  fo'  Thu'sdEy 
Nflvemb«r  t5. 10B7,  in  Roan  4C0.  Cily  hall,  1  Gr.  Caritsfi  B.  Gq£<IIki  Place,  begimirg  3l  t;3D  pm  a?  later,  (Call  m-mi  th? 
'*tsek  of  Ite  hearng  for  a  leccnisd  msssage  givifig  a  rrwe  spe?Hl5  tfne.) 

«4t5-S56-6422  ji^^€B#rB"l  ) 

Public  cenmatils  v;"il  be  aaep^ci  ''om  Octossr  17, 2007,  lo  5:00  p.m.  or  neosnibar  10, 2007.  so*nniCTE3  shoiiB  be 
jiScitesaed  in^  Bill  WplsD,  Aslir^  Evmimm'M  Rjg^ew  Officir,  Ssn  "naraaco  Pl3(i"!ng  DspsifPfnl,  Central  Subwa/  CSrafl 
SEIS^iBEIR.  155fi  MIsslen  Sirtet  Suift  4015,  Sin  Fraftcisco,  CA  94H)3.  CairTariES  fKSii/ai  si  Ihi  pufclfc  hgarfis  ?fHt  ii 
wnting  wil  be  respo.t£fed  la  ift  a  Concfrefils  s^d  Resswiises  ii:xuf*i£nl.  If  ha'-ie  any  qugsti^ms  ^npiit  ll  o  cnvironmeatial 
revf«w  cf    p'oposigi^  pnciscf,  pfBSse  eat!  Jetfi  A,  ^(iigfer  at  575-6t^. 

#MS^If  S^f^lf  Bill  Wyx;ko,  Atling  EnvironwenCal  RevlmvOffieen  SftU  Fftljc^i^o  PLwniisg  Dcpatl^ienl, 
Central  Subwfty  Drjift  SEIS/SBER,  1650  MEssion  Slre»?l,  S^iite  f^O©,  Sra  FiancEsco,  CA  94f  03o  Ufilt  9  fifl  + 
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Responses  to  Comment  Form  P 
P-1 

Commenter's  support  for  the  project  is  noted. 
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Comment  Form  Q 


SAW  FRANCISCO  Hi^rljMM 
PLANNING  DEFAHTMENT 


PUBLIC  COMMENTS  ^^3ll£m: 


wtim  St. 

hx. 


PLEASE  ADDliKEEP  Jiffi ON^OUR IfiAILINiS LIST:  ^ 


KtAIUNO  .■<kD0RES5 


FHONKXUMSRIlSSSiltai 


 """"   t^'^- 


A  pubflc  hearing  Gn  tfiis  Draft  SEIR  i^d  pllw  mallBrs  Isss  been  scterfyled  by  Ihe  Gily  Ranning  Cs^nmissEfi  far  ltaf«l^' 
MovMnbef  1 5. 2(K>7.   Rcom  400.  Ctly  Hall.  1  Dr.  CMtm  B  Goodl^l  Flaca.  &fi^liiiiiig  at  I  ;S3  p.m.  or  l^r.  {Cai  Ite 
d  Ifie  tiesing  for  a  rgggrded  message  giving  a  rrjof g  spe^ifis  Hite.) 

S  415-558-6422  S^M^f^  )  * 


Pidilid  Dfiftiitienfe  'Alii  De  asssplacl  frxm  Cfcloter  1?,  2^??,  to  &:00  p-m.  on  Decsnibif  10,  2W.  V»Vitian  camrr^nls  shoyld  be 
addressed  Id  Bill  Wyclto.  Adifig  Environmental  Re^/sw  Officer,  Sm  Frandsca  Plsiririg  [Jepartrnsnli  Csnlral  SiAway  Draft 
SEIS.*SEIR,  16^  Mission  Street  State  #0,  Frarwiaop,  CA  B^UKS.  Comrrierrts  feceii-gd  al  ifie  public  tesring  and  In 
wing  will  \mpii\t^i  Is  «i  a  Cciinmeiits  md  R&ssofiges  d>xiime?it  If  baw  lafiy  saeslions  atxiiil  the  wiviPsHjmetitat 
rtrtft«w  ciltie  pre»pcse!^  prqesi,  pfeasecsyi  Joar^  A,  Kii^Br3t575-e&2&, 

flMS.^iS®i^^  Bill  W>'tl£i%  Acting  Environmentsl  Rjevww  OFficer,  San  i-ranciSCO  Pli^mnitig  Dcfiartmcn!, 
CmM  Subway  Dt-atl SElS.'SiiIti  1650  Mission  Street,  Suite  4(M>.  San  Frasicisco,  CA  'j»4ie3<,  ^.ih  0  )i  + 
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Responses  to  Comment  Form  Q 
Q-1 

Commenter's  support  for  the  project  is  noted. 
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Letter  R 


PA 

Mario  Ayofcll  •  8 jit^«iSSv#  Dif»etor 


December  7  ,  2D07 

CiVf  &  CClWIv^Of  S  F 
Mr.  Bill  Wyck0  ""^^'.jlf 
Actmg  Environmental  Revaw  Offie#i 
Sar  Franosco  Planning  Oepartmenl 
t6&3  Mi&sion  S'.retJt,  Suile  40D 
San  FranQSCo,  CA  94103 

Re.  CanUai  SuDv.'av  Draft  SEIS/EIR 


Dear  Mr.  Wycko, 

The  Tran$bay  Joint  Pov/ars  ,Auth«ily  (TJPA)  moQgmm^  the  mporlmm  lha  City  pla?s»  Dfi  the 
San  Francisco  Municipal  Transportalon  Ager«c:y's  (SFMTA)  Centfil  Sutw/ii^  pojecl  to  "link  Littie 
Holtyswod  and  Vislta^ci^r^  Valley  wi^h  Uninn  Squsfs  ind  CHnMmm"  m«iifi  enhiKed  irpn&rt 
cDnnQctions,  tmpravad  service  relialality,  m4  aoogs-n  to  tdmrnmrn  t^oriumtm. 

As  them  are  areas  -af  interface  beti^/san  tb&  Canlral  S^yfewai?^  pr#jKt  an^  tie  Tisnsba.^  f  rarmit 
Center  Fr ogram,,  staff  from  both  B^moim,  hwm  bpsn  me«tlng  dvw  lh@  last      Y'^m  Iq  MmWtf 
and  resolve  poteritial  canffets.  The  TJPA  appnecislei  th«  prnfesssanal  manlier  tr^  whJch  the 
Central  Subway  ^eam  hm  presented  lis  pra|i^  and  dtscussed  mim  the  TJPA  ariiM  ef  rfiulyal 
concern.  SFMTA's  willinpn^©ss  to  eximine  issued  and  ttiaif  rBSpansiViefies^  In  aA'anging 
possible  sdlutiong  hat        r^otable  and  continuei;!  cwperaliv-e  affbrls  ivllL,  no  'ioyfot,  p€om  to 
oe  ben^-gficial  lo  all  parties, 

The  TJPA  has  taken  ar.  opportynhy  lo  review  SFMTA's  Draft  Supple msfilal  E^Tv^ronmrinlgl 
Impart  Report'EnvironmBr-tal  imoaci  Statement  £SEIR/EiS)  of  October  17,  lOt'l.  and  fnds  tha? 
all  alternatives  are  v/orkable  for  both  the  CaHraln  Dcywntown  E>1en$.ion  (DTK)  and  Bus  Storage 
facility  to  be  constrLCted  by  the  TJPA  near  qr  aiono  the  Central  Suii'iVay  aiig^iirient  cn  Fourth 
Street  The  Cantrai  Subway's  design  re-fir^sment  oF Alternate  3B  (a^ached)  Jo-catingts  portal 
south  of  Perry  Street  makes  this  a  viable  alternative.  Comments  are  provided  below  r^gamin-g 
soecific  localions  requiring  continuec  caordinalmn  mih  Tratisbay  Transit  Center  Prcgram 
prajscts: 

1  Coordinstion  v«filh  the  TJFA  bya  slarag©  secssi  from:  Foyrth  Street  into  Perry  Burnt  rmar 
Central  Subway's  portii  iocaiion  in  Option  SB, 

2..  CDOftfir^f  iwi  of  Ih^  DTX  iyntiel  b&ImM  Four ih  and  Townsend  s1jbbI$  with  C^Mral 
Sitoi^y's  mrfBGS  ilignn?ent,  and 

3.  Evalyation  of  the  irflpact  o-f  Central  Sybx^ay's  len'^parary  mnsliuetion  staging  on  Fourth 
SSreel  b^lm%>  the  1-80  struclurs  iaet^^^ari  Hairison  and  Bryint  stceets  m\h  tlia 
cafiMiucum  and  op^ratlcsn  sf  the  TJPA's  Bus  Storage  facility. 
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Coordinalion  with  the  TJPA  Bus  Storage  Access 

Chapter  3  -  Section  3.2  2.  pages  3-53,  3-55,  end  3-56 

Under  AliernaJive  3B,  th&  documerYt  ackn-owledges  !hat  the  location  of  tiie  portal  on  Fourth 
Street  at  Perry  Street  may  restrld  accjess  la  the  propc«Bd  Transbay  Bus  Storage  facility 
underneath  I-&0  between  Fourfti  and  Third  slreets  due  to  the  tight  turning  radius.  Delays  to  bus 
movemertl  ihrough  the  Fourth  and  Harrison  streets  intersectJcJi  during  the  peak  could  also  occur 
due  to  degraded  intsTsectron  lratf?c  flow  (level  of  service  [LOSj  F)  as  a  result  of  pcoject 
irriplementatlon.  As  rriiligation.  MTA  has  investigated  reduction  of  the  portal  length  to  shift  the 
portal  location  so-uthward  to  allow  buses  to  enter  the  Tnar^sbay  bus  storage  area  under  th©  1-80 
viaduct  from  Fourth  S1re«t,  The  mifigalian  needs  to  b©  identified  on  the  project  ergineenng 
drawings  ^or  this  aiternatsve.  In  addition,  mttigattcn  measures  Kienlified  qh  pag€  3-53  to  facilitate 
traffic  flow  along  Fourth  Street  at  Harrison  Street  should  also  be  committed  to  Alternativa  3B 
impfementalian 

Coordination  with  Caltrpin  Dowritcwwn  ExtenBion 

Chapter  2  -  Section  2.1.2,  page  2-9  (Alternative  2)  arxl  Sedion  2.1.3,  page  2-24  (Alternative  3} 

Wrlh  ovewhelming  sypport  by  San  Francisco  voters^  Proposition  H  was  approved  in  November 
1999  establishing  a  local  mandate  !hat  the  Csty  and  County  of  San  FranoisccJ  to  extend  Caitrain 
con^smufer  rail  service  to  dc^-vntown  San  Francisco  to  a  new  or  rebuilt  regional  trar^it  statafi  on 
the  site  of  the  existing  Trar^sbay  Terminal  it  was  also  mandated  within  the  proposition  thstt  ttie 
new  transit  station  serve  fiigh-speed  rail.  In  March  2004,  a  Final  Environmental  Impact 
Statemerd^'Envtronmental  Impact  Report  for  the  Transbay  Temiinali^Caltrain  Powntowni 
Extensiorv/Redevehspment  Project  was  carlrfiBd. 

The  discussion  of  the  Alternative  2  (Section  2.12.  page  2-9)  ansd  Atterngftive  3  (Seclion  2.1.3, 
page  2-24)  should  acknowledge  that  an  interface  with  the  future  DTX  will  be  requir&d  at  the 
Int&rsecSion  of  Fourth  and  Townsend  streets.  The  report  should  indicate  that  the  extent  and 
nature  of  the  construction!  interface  Wi\\  be  dependent  upon  the  relative  timing  of  the  respective 
projects'  construction  and  will  be  detentiinerf  and  resolved  as  part  of  an  ongoing  coordination 
process. 

Temporary  Construction  Impacts 

Chapter  6  -  Section  6.2,2.  page  6-lS,  Section  6.2.3,  page  S-27,  and  Section  6.3.2,  pages  B-37 
through  6-39 

The  document  describes  constrydiori  activities  for  Alternative  3  that  could  prcxiuce  temporary 
impacts  to  the  rnDvement  of  buses  entering  the  TJPA  bus  storage  area  under  the  I -80  vraduct 
from  Fourlh  Street  For  both  Alternatives  3A  and  3B,  the  tunnel  tiorir>g  machine  "//otild  be 
laur^ched  adjacent  to  the  bus  storage  area  cn  Fourth  Street  and  a  constnucticn  staging  area 
vf/iQuld  be  located  on  the  west  side  of  FouRh  Street  under  the  l-BQ  viaduct.  In  addition,  muck 
from  the  tunned  construction  wmki  be  extracted  and  haufed  away  at  Shis  locatior^.  Afternative  3B 
v*fould  have  additional  constryction  activity  m  thts  area  due  to  tfie  construction  of  the  ponal  north 
of  Bryant  Street  on  Fourth  Street. 
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Our  current  schedule  anticipates  iriat  the  area  es^t  of  Foyrth  SIreel  betvvfien  Prry  and  Stillman 
Will  be  improved  during  snd  put  intcj  is^rvicfi  prior  lo  compli3?idn  of  Ihe  Central  Sibway 
corstmctfon  activties  on  Fourth  Street  under  the  1-80  viaduct.  Traffic  impacts  generaled  by 
construcljon  in  this  area  ooyld  affect  bjs  movemefils  and  tfie  opgraion    th&  l^PA  Bm 
Stnfage  facility  Specific  mitigation  measures  that  would:  aPio^v  buses  to  acces?  tie  bw?  storaga 
area  durir>g  construction  should  be  i^dentified  pnd  described  separately  from  other  mttigaliorts 
that  propose  traffic  detours  to  avoid  ccnstruction  impacts.  m\m%  these  fm&mm&  would  also 
accomnnoaate  bus  movements  into  and  out  of  the  bus  sKsrage  area. 

Th*  TJPA  looks  fowand  to  continued  ooordmaiion  of  efforts  vwith  Central  Subwm.  Shoyld  there 
be  any  quest! ens  related  to  the  TJPA  oorT^rnents,  please  conlaci  Ro*b«rt  Beck,  TJPA  Senior 
Program  f^flanager  at  415  597  4620. 

Ven/  truly  vours, 


Robert  Bsok 

Senior  Program  Manager 


Att3chme?it 
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Responses  to  Letter  R 
R-1 

SFMTA  is  committed  to  continued  close  coordination  with  the  TJPA  for  the  interface  between  the  Central 
Subway  Project  and  the  Transbay  Transit  Center  Program,  including  the  Caltrain  Downtown  Extension 
and  Bus  Storage  facility  on  Fourth  Street.  The  design  refinement  of  Alternative  3B,  locating  the  subway 
portal  south  of  Perry  Street  is  now  included  in  the  SEIS/SEIR  as  the  proposed  design.  The  Central 
Subway  use  of  the  temporary  staging  area  under  the  1-80  structure  between  Harrison  and  Bryant  Streets 
has  also  been  refined  to  minimize  any  impacts  to  the  TJPA  bus  storage  facility  planned  for  the  same  area. 

The  text  of  Significant  Impact  2  Alternative  3B,  Traffic  Operation/Cumulative,  page  S-19  is  revised  as 
follows: 

"2.  In  addition,  the  portal  at  Fourth  Street  under  1-80  may  restrict  access  to  the  proposed 
bus  storage  facility  at  Perry  Street  and  large  truck  movements  onto  Stillman  Street." 

The  text  of  Mitigation  Measures,  Alternative  3B,  Traffic  Operation/Cumulative,  page  S-19  is  revised  as 
follows: 

"Same  as  Alternative  3A,  in  addition  SFMTA  will  explore  options  design  modifications 
to  the  portal  location  with  Caltrans,  the  TJPA,  and  Golden  Gate  Transit  that  will  permit 
bus  access  to  Perry  Street  and  truck  access  to  Stillman  Street  that  will  to-reduce  the 
impacts  to  a  less-than-significant  level." 

The  following  text  is  added  to  the  second  sentence,  first  paragraph,  page  2-36: 

"After  stopping  at  the  station  platform  on  Fourth  at  King  Streets,  light  rail  would  continue 
north  on  Fourth  Street  to  a  double-track  portal  between  Bryant  Perrv  and  Harrison  Streets 
under  1-80  (see  Figure  2-16)." 

Figures  2-16,  2-18,  2-19  and  5-10  are  revised  as  noted  in  the  attached  pages  to  reflect  the  relocation  of  the 
subway  portal  and  the  placement  of  a  crash  barrier. 

The  text  in  the  last  two  sentences,  paragraph  two,  page  3-55  is  revised  as  follows: 

"Because  of  the  location  of  tThe  portal  on  Fourth  Street  just  south  of  Perry  Street^  under 
the  Interstate  80  Freeway,  has  been  located  to  accommodate  the  bus  access  from  south- 
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FIGURE  2-16 


Source.  PBAVong 
Not  to  scale 
Res^sed  1/08 
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bound  Fourth  Street  to  the  bus  storage  faciHty  may  be  restricted  due  to  the  tight  turning 
radius.  The  portal  may  afae-,however,  restrict  turn  movements  of  larger  trucks  (4Q-foot  or 
greater  wheelbase)  to  Stillman  Street  for  the  same  reasons." 

The  text  of  paragraph  two,  page  3-56  is  revised  as  follows: 

"Mitigation  measures  would  be  the  same  as  those  described  under  Alternative  3A  except 
as  noted  below.  To  address  the  tight  turn  radius  issues  at  Pei=fv-Stillman-Street,  MTA  is 
currently  investigating  reducing  the  portal  length  and  shifting  its  location  southward  to 
allow  buses  and  with  Caltrans,  the  TJPA  and  Golden  Gate  Transit  the  possibility  of 
allowing  trucks  to  enter  Pefgy-Stillman  Street  from  Fourth  Street  under  the  Caltans  1-80 
structure  via  the  bus  storage  facility.  Other  possible  options  evaluated  were  to  locate  the 
subway  portal  opening  at  the  immediate3  north  side  of  the  Fourth  Street/Bryant  Street 
intersection  and  to  design  the  incline  of  the  tracks  in  the  portal  with  a  steeper  grade  or  to 
shift  the  portal  westerly  by  1 3  feet,  which  would  also  include  shifting  of  the  two  westerly 
traffic  lanes  and  the  west  sidewalk  further  west. — The  relocation  of  the  west  sidewalk 
would  encroach  into  the  Caltrans  right  of  way. — All  of  these  options  would  provide 
adequate  space  on  the  east  side  of  Fourth  Street  to  allow  buses  and  trucks  to  access  Perry 
and  Stillman  Streets.  Other  possible  options  not  yet  identified  may  also  be  considered  as 
part  of  the  coordination  process  with  the  Transbay  Terminal  project  team.  When  the 
preferred  option  is  selected,  it  would  be  included  into  the  design  of  the  portal  for  this 
Project." 

The  following  text  is  added  following  the  third  paragraph,  page  3-58: 

"The  access  to  Stilhnan  Street  for  larger  trucks  (40-foot  wheelbase  and  above)  would  be 
restricted  under  this  alternative  due  to  the  location  of  the  portal." 

The  text  in  the  fourth  paragraph,  page  3-58  is  revised  as  follows: 

"Mitigation  measures  would  be  the  same  as  those  described  above  under  Alternative  2^ 
except  as  noted  below.  To  address  the  tight  turn  radius  issues  at  Stilhnan  Street,  MTA  is 
currentlv  investigating  with  Caltrans.  the  TJPA  and  Golden  Gate  Transit  the  possibilitv  of 
allowing  trucks  to  enter  Stilhnan  Street  from  Fourth  Street  under  the  Caltrans  1-80 
structure  via  the  bus  storage  facilitv.  Other  possible  options  not  vet  identified  mav  also 
be  considered  as  part  of  the  coordination  process  with  the  Transbav  Terminal  project 
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team.  When  the  preferred  option  is  selected,  it  would  be  included  into  the  design  for  this 
Project." 

The  first  sentence,  last  paragraph,  page  6-18  is  revised  as  follows: 

"The  tunnel  construction  shaft  would  be  located  on  Fourth  Street  between  ,  just  south  of 
Perry  Street,  between  Harrison  and  Bryant  Streets." 

The  text  of  Significant  Impact  2  Alternative  3B,  Traffic  Operation/Cumulative,  page  7-11  is  revised  as 
follows: 

"2.  In  addition,  the  portal  at  Fourth  Street  under  1-80  may  restrict  access  to  the  proposed 
bus  storage  facilit>^  at  Peny^  Street  and  large  truck  movements  onto  Stillman  Street." 

The  text  of  Mitigation  Measures,  Alternative  3B,  Traffic  Operation/Cumulative,  page  7-11  is  revised  as 
follows: 

"Same  as  Alternative  3A,  in  addition  SFMTA  will  explore  options  design  modifications 
to  the  portal  location  with  Caltrans,  the  TJPA  and  Golden  Gate  Transit  that  will  permit 
bus  access  to  Perry  Street  and  truck  access  to  Stillman  Street  that  will  to-reduce  the 
impacts  to  a  less-than-significant  level." 

The  text  of  Less-Than-Significant  Impact,  Alternative  3B,  Freight  and  Loading  Operation/Cumulative, 
page  7-13  is  revised  as  follows: 

"J^  Permanent  removal  of  some  on-street  loading  spaces  on  Fourth  Street  and  four  spaces 
on  Stockton  Street  between  Washington  and  Jackson  Streets  would  occur. 

2.  The  access  to  Stillman  Street  for  larger  trucks  would  be  restricted  under  this  alternative 
due  to  the  portal  location." 

The  text  of  Improvement  Measures,  Alternative  3B,  Freight  and  Loading  Operation/  Cumulative,  page  7- 
13  is  revised  as  follows: 

"Same  as  Alternative  2,  except  MTA  will  explore  with  the  TJPA  and  Golden  Gate  Transit 
options  that  will  permit  truck  access  to  Stillman  Street." 
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R-2 

See  Response  to  Comment  R-1.  The  design  of  the  tunnel  portal  has  been  modified  to  reduce  the  portal 
length  and  shift  the  portal  location  south  to  allow  buses  to  enter  the  bus  storage  facility  under  the  1-80 
Freeway  from  Fourth  Street  using  Perry  Street.  The  removal  of  the  tight  turning  radius  will  also  remove 
the  potential  for  ftirther  bus  delays  at  the  Fourth  and  Harrison  Streets  intersection.  The  text  has  been 
revised  to  reflect  discussions  with  the  TJPA  and  design  refinements  to  minimize  impacts  to  the  TJPA  bus 
storage  access. 

R-3 

The  description  of  the  TJPA  Transbay  Terminal,  and  possible  future  accommodations  for  Caltrain 
Peninsula  Rail  Service  and  a  future  high  speed  train  is  in  the  third  bulleted  item  on  page  2-8  of  the 
SEIS/SEIR.  Continued  coordination  between  SFMTA  and  the  TJPA  is  considered  a  vital  part  of  the 
design  development  and  engineering  phases  for  the  Central  Subway  Project  to  make  sure  that 
construction  timing  and  project  implementation  will  minimize  any  potential  conflicts  with  the  Caltrain 
Downtown  Extension,  should  it  be  ftinded  and  implemented. 

R-4 

See  Response  to  Comment  X-4  for  discussion  of  the  operation  of  the  bus  storage  facility  and  revised  text 
on  pages  3-56  and  6-36  of  the  SEIS/SEIR,  under  Mitigation  Measures,  for  how  temporary  construction 
related  impacts  to  the  bus  storage  area  under  1-80  would  be  minimized. 
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Letter  S 


EIVED 


iEC  0  ?  m 


CITY    COUWTY  OF  S.K 


Miry  E.  Gi\pmt\ck 
§46  Stockton  Stre&t  Apt,  9A 
Sao  Francisco,  CA  94108 


December  6,  2007 


Mr.  Bill  Wycko 

Acting  Environmental  Review  Officer 
San  Francisco  Planning  Dept. 
Central  Subway  Draft  S£IS/SEIR 
1650  Mission  Street  Suite  400 
San  Franciscci,  CA  94103 

Dear  Mr.  Wycko: 

I  have  reviewed  the  Cenlial  Sybway  Draft  Sitppl©m®nte1  Environmentat  Impact 
StatemenyReport  m4  have  some  sarl«&u$  oonoffns  regard ing  the  significant 
negative  impacts  this  project  will  \mm  m  Ih©  anvifQiimetii,  archtetural  and 
historical  integrity  of  ths  area,  and  hesillh  and  s&fel^  of  th0  resi dents  and  their 
pfQporties  due  to  Ir^creased  Roise.  vibration  and  traiic,  wllh  attendPfit  (\m  in 
crime.  Vibrations  in  particular  are  an  issue  due  to  the  fact  we  tivi  in  a  s^ismlcally 
active  area.  The  report  attempts  to  sell  a  lot  of  "blue  sky*  pressnting  scenaftos 
and  numbers  tlialiara  not  suppDrfed  and,  Iherefore,  specylative. 

I  am  not  in  favor  of  m(M  a  prcsjecl,  but  I  may  be  oytnumbered.  If  that  Is  the  case, 
then  I  vmkM  lilce  to  stale  that  I  watild  pmfm  Altemalives  2  or  3A  be  selected 
should  the  project  in  fmcA  be^^mtm  a  reajiiy, 


Sinoer^ly, 
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Responses  to  Letter  S 
S-1 

Letter  expresses  concerns  about  the  significant  negative  impacts  of  the  project  on  the  environment  and  the 
speculative  nature  of  the  report.  The  potential  for  environmental  effects  are  detailed  in  Sections  3.0,  5.0, 
and  6.0  of  the  SEIS/SEIR.  The  analysis  for  the  SEIS/SEIR  has  been  based  on  accepted  professional 
methodology  for  projecting  potential  environmental  impacts  associated  with  the  implementation  of  a  rail 
project  as  can  be  applied  to  the  proposed  Central  Subway  project  in  the  San  Francisco  environment.  A 
comparative  summary  of  significant  impacts  is  shown  in  Table  7-2,  along  with  mitigation  measures. 
Detailed  analysis  of  impacts  can  be  found  in  Sections  5.0  and  6.0  of  the  SEIS/SEIR  and  analysis  of 
impacts  to  traffic  can  be  found  in  Section  3.0. 

Architectural  and  historic  integrity  impacts  (for  the  proposed  station  in  Chinatown)  resulting  from 
demolition  of  the  existing  building  at  933-949  Stockton  Street  that  contribute  to  the  Chinatown  Historic 
District  would  be  partially  mitigated  through  partial  preservation  of  the  building  through  rehabilitation, 
hiring  an  architectural  historian  to  assist  in  the  design  development  of  the  station  and  incorporation  of 
architectural  elements  compatible  with  surrounding  architectural  features  in  the  building  architectural 
treatment,  and/or  salvaging  of  architectural  features  for  conservation  into  a  historic  display  in  the  station. 
The  building  at  933-949  Stockton  Street  is  one  of  fourteen  historic  buildings  in  the  block  and  371 
contributing  buildings  in  the  Chinatown  Historic  District.(see  page  6-78  of  the  SEIS/SEIR).  Other  than 
the  property  proposed  for  demolition  for  the  station,  temporary  construction-related  vibration  and  visual 
impacts  would  not  have  significant  adverse  effects  to  historic  properties  or  the  Chinatown  Historic 
District,  (see  pages  6-76  and  6-81  of  the  SEIS/SEIR). 

The  contractor  would  be  responsible  for  hiring  an  acoustical  consultant  to  prepare  a  Noise  and  Vibration 
Control  Plan  that  would  identify  all  potential  impacts  that  may  occur  during  construction  and  would 
provide  adequate  control  measures  to  clearly  demonstrate  that  the  noise  and  vibration  criteria  and  limits 
established  by  the  San  Francisco  Noise  Ordinance  would  be  adhered  to.  (see  page  6-117  of  the 
SEIS/SEIR). 

Long  term  traffic  impacts  would  result  from  the  project  South  of  Market  Street  but  not  in  Chinatown 
where  the  Central  Subway  would  be  in  a  deep  tunnel.  Mitigation  measures  for  traffic  impacts  are 
described  on  pages  3-53  thru  3-56  of  the  SEIS/SEIR.  Significant  impacts  to  traffic  at  the  intersections  of 
King  and  Fourth  Street  and  King  and  Third  Streets  cannot  be  mitigated  to  less-than-significant  levels. 
S-2 
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Comment  expresses  opposition  to  the  project  and  preference  for  Alternative  2  or  Alternative  3 A  if  the 
project  does  move  forward. 
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Letter  T 

Ckinksk  CuiTi;Rr  Fr>«pii»AtiO!M  of  San  FwAXCtscw 

?50  Kearny  Street.  5rd  Finnr 
San  Fraacisco.  C  A  94 108- 1  a09 


November  15, 2007 
Bill  Wycko 

Actin|»  Itnviroiimenlal  Revkw  Officer 
San  l-rancisco  PfcnuHtig  Department 
Cenlral  .Subway  Drail  SliHi-'SblR 
1 630  Mis.sbn  Sireet,  Suite  400 
S&n  l-rancisco,  CA  94103. 

RE:  Central  Subway 

Dear  Mi,  Wycko; 

We  note  Elun  m  the  Central  Subway  SETR,  losing  one  c-f  the  buildings  ?.haE  is  set  as  a 
potsntial  site  (the  Hogan  md  Vest  t>r  Niiig  Yueji  building)  does  m^l  nccc-s.sarily  adversely 
affret  the  eligibility  of  Chiiialov.m  ttf  be  a  histo-i  ic  district. 

Wc  da  have  eonceiiis,  Jiowcvcr,  ihat  the  SEER  simild  address  the  design  of  a  replacement 
building  and  il)e  Centfal  Subway  stadoji  in  Chimilown  that  would  be  culturally 
appi'opi'i»tc  to  the  C-hinatwvui  i'OiHiii unity. 

i  wo»p€:rcent  of  Ihc  coiisJr^ion  costs  of  the  Central  Subway  is  designated  fer  pibliu  art. 
It  is  essentiiTl  thai  the  Chinatown  commtmity  hjive  a  voice  itt  determining  whal  art  that 
wiH  represent  the  ctmimuhily  in  the  Central  Sabway  |irnjecl. 

'Die  Chii^ese  f  ^ulturc  Center  has  beesi  vvoiting  with  the  San  Friineisco  Arts  Commassioii 
and  Chinatown  CDC  to  help  facilitate  a  public  arts  selcciion  pmccss  that  is  epeit  ami 
transpaTtml  to  the  Ching1o%vn  community. 

Tlic  mis.<iion  of  the  Chinese  Ciillurc  Center  i.s  to  presei-ve,  promote,  and  influence  Chinese 
and  Chincse-Amcrieati  art  and  cuhtin;.  We  hm'c  bcun  serving  as  an  artblic  voice  for  this 
coiumum?y  since  1973.  The  Chinese  Culture  Center  i.s  tlic  obvious  choice  to  serve  as  n 
cuhiiral  facilitator  tet ween  tlie  Alls  Commission  and  the  Chinatown  eomniunity. 

llie  Arts  Coinmission  has  atsproaehecl  the  Chinese  Culture  Center  to  assist  m  the 
foiJovving; 

.  to  publicii^e  and  convene  public  meetings  in  Chinatowii  to  aistioiuKC  planning 
and  artist  recruiiiuent  tor  Central  Subway 

'  to  publicize  and  convene  artist  workshops  to  hdp  explain  ihc  Arts  . 
Commis.sion's  application  piocess 


li  fk  Imwk  Cw^"  -Emmm  i  "^1^ 

DEC  0?  2M/ 
CITV  &  COUNTY  OF  S.F. 

hi  B  t». 
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-  lo  putoliclzc  and  convetie  artist  workahcjp  to  pro-vidi  inlbrmatlon  rtga^ndiiig  tiie 
iiarisSaiioii  of  2  »ditneiisional  ait^^Tork  m6  dcsigos  inlo  pmniimmt.  metiia 

«  to  organt?.e  meeUugs  negarding  tte  tievelopfiiert  of  Pwijlici  Art  Mmii^  Plan  for 
Ccnliis]  Subway 

-  io  assist  in  publicisciEtg  Request  fbt  Qiiaiifleatl^SHfSS  to  m^mt  local  artisl^s 

-  Co  serw  on  Artist  SelecJiop  Panels  md  tmkt  mi^amtii^fMmn^  €i 
community  mcmbc]^  to  serve  on  Ailist  Sdtctnn  Hmh 

-  to  serve  its  wnue  for  f  xhiblliop  of  fidaliste  proppsala  for  ptabii^cmuitieiii 

'  to  serve  as  venue  for  worksliops  belwe^i  elected  Mi^ls  radl  c^mipumity 

- 10  help  match  artists  with  ^*per ttn«d  design  pwfesiimli  wlits  can  *mfk  m  piti 
of  artisfs  team 


In  order  to  adcquakly  asstst  itte  Arts  Coftimissiou  In  eoftneetJBi  w«h  Che  Chlnstoi™ 
commitnity,  tlic  CWjiiesc  Culture  Cenier  will  iieM  fflore  fes€«i»esi  Iten  a«r 
capacity.  In  reviewing  the  SEIE,  we  ask  EbM  PiatiKiij^  ConimissitMi  censlder  fhe  ftiRctlni 
of  a  Cbifmtown  comiTuintty  Vimmf^  fm  the  Silri  Fiimmco  Arti  Coratiriisiori  wllli  the 
Chinese  Cytejf«  CeE*t€f , 

Thsnk  you  for  yom  lime  md  wnsideraijon. 
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Responses  to  Letter  T 

T-1  \ 

Comment  noted  that  loss  of  one  building  for  a  station  would  not  necessarily  adversely  affect  the 
eligibility  of  Chinatown  as  a  potential  Historic  District.  See  Response  to  Comment  N-1. 

T-2 

The  text  under  Mitigation  Measure  #2,  page  6-76,  has  been  revised  as  follows: 

"2.  Include  expertise  of  an  architectural  historian  in  design  development  of  station  to 
develop  a  design  culturally  appropriate  to  the  Chinatown  communitv". 

T-3 

SFMTA  has  included  coordination  with  the  Arts  Commission  as  part  of  the  scope  of  services  with  the 
CCDC  as  follows: 

CCDC  will  assist  in  the  coordination  and  integration  efforts  of  the  Arts  Commission  and 
architects/engineers  for  development  of  a  visual  image  for  the  Chinatown  subway  station  that 
reflects  community  supported  art.  Work  with  the  San  Francisco  Arts  Commission  and 
Chinatown  community -based  arts  organizations  to  develop  an  inclusionary  process  for  choosing 
artists  and  artwork  that  will  be  associated  with  the  Chinatown  station. 

CCDC  will  coordinate  with  the  Chinese  Culture  Foundation  for  input  to  this  process. 
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Letter  U 


AND  VHMEmmm  W=  SftN  PittjNl«l3i 

www.mmwsf, 

RECEIVED 

DEC  1 0  m 
CITY  a  COUNTY  OF  S£ 

Dear  Mad*im  Speaker, 

The  Board  of  Directors  af  KENBW  SF  woaW  iitoe  to  express  our  sirang  siip^f  I:  for  tH«i  Sac^  Fmndaca 
Central  Subxvay  project  and  spedfkisliy  AJt^-rpaUve  30  proposed  in  ttie  Suppiemesiisl  EmfiOTn^^taJ 
Imparl  SlJlemDr^t/.Supplemcntal  Envirwim^tiial  Imfmi  Repcwi  dated  October  l?,         REMIW  Sf  is 
n  n^ljjliborhood  nonprofit  organlz-atiort  dedkafed  lo  improving  llie  plaimtag  and  qiuiitifsof  Ife  oi"  Ihe 
NosrIIWASi  and  waterfront  of  San  Francisco  Ihro^^gh  ooocdtaat^d  Dcssirimuniiy  planpini  efforfe. 


December  3,  2007 

The  HoontHrable  Nancy  Pdosl 
Spi?aker 

United  SlatHs  I  laujue  uf  Repiesenlativesi 
Washington  D.C  211515 


The  vision  of  ihs  Central  Subway  prefect  js  \t>  pnwlde  S  vital  linkage  between  the  ITnird  Strec«t  corridor 
in  the  Si>utlieasteen  part  of  the  City  and  Chit^atoWrt  itl  f tie  Nortl'M?a«»t.  U-pom  aimpktim  ttie  si!t?wn¥ 
would  !iave  effectively  brought  the  city  dOiSef  tof  elher,  ni  sfcl  rig  it  raster  ftsr  residents  m  wSi\  m 
tourists  to  vi$ir  the;  rnsr^y  wondarfui  tiGtghborho©iis  \he  ci  t>'  as    offer.  Kds  ifiipfowd  accas^ibllily 
will  undoui5l*Kily  also  l^efil  the  many  relail  and  small  bitslngssEs  along  the  subw«y  line, 

Fwrtherinorer  S^n  i^ranctsco  is  pmyd  of  itsTran;sit  Firsf  pdiicy  and  ths*  Cerrtral  Sufeway  projact 
exemplifies  this,  priority.  Especiitily  at  a  tirr^e  wfien  dia  City  shoy]d  tsfo;  every  poifssible  step  to  reduce 
Ihe  carhori  footprint^  the  Central  Subwtty  b  wefcsTime  by  all, 

RENEW  SF  applauds  ypiir  kadersJiip  and  SMppwt  ql  the  Central  Subt^ay  prefect  from  its.  tncepyon. 
We  JJfge  Uxat  fundmg  be  approprl^tedf  to  eii.^Ljffe  the  succ&sslHi  oomple'tkMl  Csf  ite  p-rojecL 


Sii>o?rd.y# 


Chair  of  th€  Boa  1^1 


Claiidanfi  Qife"ng 
Treaijurer 


CC:  WlMiamWyclso 

Afffrtg  faiviiantittfital  Review  Officer 
San  PrandsGO  Plapjiirtg  DepartmenS 
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Responses  to  Letter  U 
U-1 

Letter  expresses  support  for  the  Central  Subway  Project  and  specifically  for  Alternative  3B. 
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Letter  V 


V 


$m  Third  Brnmr,  No.  310 
San  Fkancisoj,  Calitoimm 


DEC  i  |}  11? 


December  9,  2007 

Sjia  Friincisco  PliJiiRintglJcpartinciii 
1650  Mission  Sired 
Sftn  Francisco,  CA  9«S  J  01 

Rc:  Ccfstrat  S^bwiiy  Drali  SiiS/SEIR 

As  a  member  of  the  Central  Subway  CiltiiCt^s  AdviJsffM  y  C^mup  and  a  South  of  MarkuE 
resident  homeowner,  1  havu  rcvie\ved      Dralt  EIR,  Fii>:^,  1  believe  last  the  document 
Has  adequately  identified  and  addressed  uSl  of  Ihc  potential  nnpjicis  of  the  four  prqjoet 
altcmiitives.  The  Drthfl  EIR  cavej^  tlie  cotismjclion,  opcTiiU'-'nid  nud  uumulalive  iiijpacti 
anti  as.siKiatL'd  niili^dtian  meiisures  wiscvcin  ininspcrrj^Hon  khhIUuhis  iJid  [%vdyc 
cnvjnJnincr.taJ  conditions  iii  l!ie  pfojcct  Ufeii  Tfsc  Drraft  lilR  is  adcqu.nte  cuid  txJinplece. 

Second,  a  lit  of  aJI  the  inipiicis  idenlifled  ther«  were  aniy  a  handful  of  impacts  ihul  haxi 
significant  uiiuvyitlublc  etivitotimcilta]  cft^l^  These  include  Lncrea-Hed  traffic  coagc^licffi 
in  scv^^cral  interscvliuiis  during  some  commvttc:         dispiaccrxicnt  of  up  to  10  busincsises 
and  i  7  rejiiclunliui  unilH,  demolishing  of  an  historic  CNiriat^wj  building  md  the  possible 
iiiipaci  oil  aicheoloijseal  itf&ODrces^  I  believe  tmt  tht$c  few  impiictH  Eire  vastly 
otitweiKlied  by  Ihe  projoiU  bcnutlts  jdesitiflcd  in  die  Dmft  I'M  which  mcltide  increased 
iiiu-bilsly.  decTeaf^t'd  veiiicic  foisgcsiioj^  mul  cmtssicns,  increased  Muni  opLTiiiin^ 
^Tieieni.:ie;>  and  cumputibilitj'  wilh  Otha'  i'Hy  laf-d  use  pi^is.s  ar^d  policies  by  miixijTi:zing 
iianisjit  riderb-hsp.  reduuiii^  awio  trip?,  cmd  providing*  ^^pjiciiunjlics  fiir  Ijansit-ooentcd 
develiJpment. 

Filially,  1  sugjesl  Ihai  high-den.sily.  Irsnsitmriejitcd  deveJopmcn^s  he  built  abuvB  both  Ihe 
Mo<s<X3:ie  ajud  ClMEiatawti  sialiorjs  ThiB  is  particularly  Inse  itt  thss  Ma!>OTne  sstatian  at  ihe 
NW  coiTiCr  ofFouJll'i  utaI  Fcdsffm  sire^et^  %vhich  iis  cunrnlly  ii  gas.  iitiidoEi  and  bul  is  /jjitcd 
for  an  allowHble  1 10  thm  height.  T  he  IDraft  hJR  shtnv.s  the  slalien  enlruticc  in  u  40  ft 
Iniikling.  Tlie  project  shjould  take  advansaji^c  at  '.he  uii  the  albsvuble  JicigjU  und  build  u 
high-rise.  mi?{«^-u?c,  tn^ns it-oriented  devdoprTicnt  a1  the  Moscoue  Station  site. 


V-2 


Peter  Haitman 
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Responses  to  Letter  V 
V-1 

Comment  on  the  adequacy  and  completeness  of  the  Draft  SEIS/SEIR  is  noted. 
V-2 

Comment  that  the  project  benefits  outweigh  the  potentially  significant  environmental  impacts  is  noted. 
V-3 

Comment  of  support  for  transit-oriented  development  above  the  Moscone  and  Chinatown  Stations  is 
noted.  SFMTA  will  issue  RFPs  for  development  of  stations  as  the  next  phase  of  work  after  this 
SEIS/SEIR.  Transit-oriented  development  proposals  for  the  station  sites  will  be  evaluated  as  part  of  an 
independent  environmental  process  if  a  firm  proposal  is  submitted  to  the  Planning  Department. 
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Letter  W 


RECEIVED 


I  lonier  Teng 

Cliinatovvti  Foinilics  I'^conomtc 
Sc!  I-Su     kiicy  Con  I  it  ion 


PEC  1 1  m 


777  Slocktan  Sliced  Siiise  1 04  ^ 
SaJi  Fruticisco.  CA  94  )  OS 

December  10.2007 

Mr.  Bill  Wyckci 

San  Francisco  Plaiming  DepartmeTil 
1650  Mission  Siixxl  Suite  400 
SiuiFmiici&to,  CA94f03 

Re;  Tl)t'  Central  Subwciy  Prtyecl 

Dear  Mj  .  Wycko; 

Hie  Chi(Kit€wn  Fnmiliejs  EcoMMiik  SdP-SviFllcti^iMry  Coilitio«  (CFESC)  wtruld  like  to  com  Tnenl 
on  ihe  StipplcmcntHl  Rnvirunssieiuai  Impact  Stiilcmcnl/Stipple^n«nl4st  EnviriMiitterital  fpipat't 
Report  of  iIjc  propose*!  CenirOil  Siifewiiy  ProjecL  The  CFESC  \$  i  coilalKsristtan  of  16  corpmitiiil}.' 
ajgencic^  and  the  City  CoHegii  of  San  Franciseo,  lis  missbn.  is  to  mpj^n  limited  English  ^.psakmg 
immigrant  Cliints*:  fefuslies  to  acliieve  «flnaniic  .seif-stifliijieiscy,  by  pr«iB«1ing  and  atlvaGi;ing 
for  Jraining  Mid  eiJUployiwivl  in  ficidst  ihM  provide  living  wag^h,  h&mfi\S^  and  iidvaiicemen? 
potenliiiL 

"llhe  CFRSC  supports  any  effort  by  Hue  Sail  Fmncist'^  MeiTOpcilitftn  Tranai»ilali«5i  Ageiiey 
(SFNf FA)  to  lelieve  traftk  gc?nge&lit>n  mi4  impmw  pfsbltc  li-mmi  thfmglma  ih^  City.  Tim  fwoA 
tm  CThanced  publit:  Mmmt  h  pajticularly  ac^te  for  th&  resklenls  of  QiinilowEi  who  rely  fnaisitly  oil 
[■mbliG  trtsnapcutiiciori  to  gel  tn  anti  Irom  v^wfej  m4  where  currenl  bys  WUKS  nrc  inBd«|Wiite  ^ind 
over  eapaciiy.  i]ci^vever>  llic  CI-'KSC  al.S0  mliKS:  il  is:  ImiMrtsinl  iha,!  slicirWicrm  md  ]ou^'imwi 
impiml^  to  the  ndi^bbmhoml  l>e  nddrcssed  tlicwiMighly         the  Onlrid  Siifew^y  Proiect  is  Qivm 
the  imcw  light.  S|xfcific<ill>',  ihc  CFHSC  would  like  ite  Planning  Commission  to  make  sut^  tlMt  it 
tMJceiw^  K[|)5focti>Ty  aiis;wers  to  ihe  ftilkwi.iig  ijiaeg-ttoins; 

1 .  How  %vi|i  Ilje  SFMTA  mm\m  tbiit  live  nel^  level  will  be  feqft  io  !S  minimum  diirnig 
consiructksn? 

2.  Will  small  biig;itMS»s  inifectcid  by  die  construction  be  offered  relocaikiB  fsisjiiiJiaucc  m 
cowipensatbii  f«  ilieii"  losf  during  srcitiJi^riieticini?  Will  tlispliiced  biisini'Sfics  hmn:  aji 
opportpnity  Iw  ruetl  sjjftee  at  the  subway  slaliort? 

3.  Will  \\w  SFMTA  iissure  that  itny  Urns  M&tTmikbk  hmmn;^  due  to  tk^  const nsscikMi  af  a 
Siilmmy  ,s|ii?ioa  in  Chinatown  repiuced? 

4.  Will  the  SFMTA  tmka  stirc  ilijit  neij^hborfioed  residents,  be  given  prefciNcnccs  for  jobs 
geseraied  by  iImj  prolec^? 

5.  Will  the  SFMTA  piirlner  wiih  cc>mmi3Riiy  agencies  and  the  Ciiy  CollegfC  to  help  train 
conuniiiiily  iicasidcnts  in  t\m  trades  thai  will  be  tteeded  ibr  ihc  pmitN;t?  Fwillier,  will  it  help 
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suppcut  Vocational  Eaiglisl)  M  a  Second  l.^ingu^igc  programs  tiimed  ftt  assistuig  limited 
EiJgllsli-spcaking  residents  vvilh  thi>se  tm<k  skills  io  become  bclto  pt^pared  for  Ihosc  job 
osipfortunitics? 

6-  Will  ihe  community  bt;  given  mnple  oppMlunlly  to  pn>vide  input  on  the  projccl,  regarding 

the  design  of  the  s\mm  md  where  it  wt!]  be  tocatod? 
7.  WJiat  will  be  the  impact  on  current  bus  service  —  will  there  be  service  ctrtlm'ks'? 

Wc  wjutd  tike  to  conclude  by  rcUcratinK  tliHi  (he  CFESC  acknowJcdges  the  iieed  to  relieve  tratTic 
congestion  throughoul  the  cit>',  especially  in  Chintitown.  We  urge  you  to  consider  fully  the  abr>vc 
eonccrnj!  while  deciding  whether  the  Central  Subway  Pnojcct  is  the  best  way  to  address  it, 


Hoincr  1  cng 

Coordinator 

Chinatown  Families  Ecoiioniic 
Seit-SuifieietKy  Ctwilitioti 

cc.  Nathattiet  Ford,  Sf  MTA 

X4ember  ag/encies  of  the  CFESC: 

APA  Family  Suppoit  Services  (APA) 
Asian  Wtmieii  Resource  Ccnier  (A WltC) 
Charily  Cultural  Services  Center  (CCSC) 
Chinese  for  AlTirmative  Action  (CAA) 
Chinese  Ncvvcosiier  Iki'vicc  (Renter  (CNSC) 
Chinese  Progressive  Association  (CPA) 
City  College  of  San  Praftci&co  (CCSF) 
Community  Youth  CeaiSer  (CYC) 
Donaldina  Camemri  House 
Goodwill  Induatrieis 
Jewish  Vocational  Service  (JVS) 
K^i  Ming  Head  Start 

Maintenance  TraininiJ  C^ifporation  (Maintrain) 
NICOS  c;hinci5e  Health  Coalition 
Refiigce  Trfl.nsitions 
Self-iielp  for  the  Hlderly 
Wu  Yec  Children's  Services 
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Responses  to  Letter  W 
W-1 

The  Chinatown  Families  Economic  Self-Sufficiency  Coalition  (CFESC)  supports  any  effort  to  relieve 
traffic  congestion  and  improve  public  transit.  Comment  noted.  The  SEIS/SEIR  analyzes  both  short-term 
construction  impacts  and  long-term  operational  impacts  of  the  Central  Subway  Project. 

W-2 

Page  6-117  of  the  SEIS/SEIR  describes  that  mitigation  during  construction  will  need  to  meet  the  San 
Francisco  Noise  Ordinance  Limits,  and  that  a  detailed  Noise  and  Vibration  Control  Plan  will  be  prepared 
during  the  final  engineering  design  for  the  project.  This  plan  will  identify  all  sources  of  noise  during 
construction  and  will  identify  noise  control  measures  that  would  be  monitored  during  construction.  The 
mitigation  measures  in  the  draft  document  describe  typical  noise  control  measures  for  construction 
activities.  Appendix  I,  Mitigation  Monitoring  and  Reporting  Program,  describes  how  construction  noise 
and  vibration  would  be  monitored  to  ensure  that  Ordinance  limits  are  met. 

W-3 

See  Response  to  Comment  A-4.  Small  businesses  displaced  by  the  project  will  be  offered  relocation 
assistance  and  compensation  for  their  loss  of  business  during  construction,  as  required  by  the  federal 
Uniform  Relocation  Assistance  and  Real  Property  Acquisition  Policies  Act  and  the  State  of  California 
Relocation  Act.  Displaced  businesses  would  also  be  given  first  rights  to  opportunities  for  renting 
commercial  space  in  a  new  Chinatown  station.  Mitigation  measures  to  minimize  potential  impacts  to 
businesses  in  the  Project  Area  are  described  for  parking  and  truck  access  in  Section  6.3  and  for  noise  in 
Section  6.15  of  the  SEIS/SEIR. 

W-4 

See  Response  to  Comment  A-4.  Residents  displaced  by  the  project  will  be  relocated  during  the  period 
following  the  adoption  of  the  Final  SEIR/SEIS  and  Record  of  Decision  scheduled  for  late  2008  and  prior 
to  the  start  of  construction  scheduled  for  2010.  Section  6.5.2  of  the  SEIS/SEIR  describes  the  process  to 
be  used  to  comply  with  the  Uniform  Relocation  Act  for  the  17  residential  units  displaced  in  Chinatown  at 
the  933-949  Stockton  Street  station  location.  The  potential  for  the  replacement  of  housing  on  the 
Chinatown  Station  sites  is  identified  as  a  mitigation  measure  pn  pages  6-52  to  6-84  of  the  SEIS/SEIR. 
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W-5 

SFMTA  will  provide  opportunities  for  Chinatown  residents  to  seek  jobs  on  the  Central  Subway  Project 
through  public  notices  (in  English  and  Chinese)  in  Chinatown  newspapers  and  project  newsletters  over 
the  next  two  years  and  during  construction.  SFMTA  has  also  retained  the  services  of  the  CCDC  to  assist 
in  communicating  job  opportunities  to  Chinatown  residents. 

W-6 

Job  training  would  be  part  of  the  construction  contracting  and  procurement  process,  not  part  of  the 
envirormiental  review  process  for  the  project.  SFMTA  will  explore  all  opportunities,  consistent  with  City 
policies,  to  offer  access  to  training  for  language  and  trades  skills  over  the  next  several  years  leading  to 
construction  of  the  Central  Subway. 

W-7 

Representatives  from  Chinatown  are  part  of  the  Community  Advisory  Group  (CAG)  that  has  been 
actively  involved  in  the  Third  Street  Light  Rail  Project  for  over  ten  years.  The  screening  process  used  to 
identify  alternative  station  locations  in  Chinatown  is  described  in  Section  2.4  (pages  2-59  to  2-62)  of  the 
SEIS/SEIR  that  describes  how  the  two  station  alternatives  were  selected  for  analysis.  Chinatown 
representatives  will  continue  to  provide  input  to  the  station  design  and  station  art  over  the  next  several 
years  and  during  final  design/engineering  for  the  project.  SFMTA  has  retained  the  services  of  the  CCDC 
to  assist  in  the  coordination  with  Chinatown  businesses  and  residents  and  architectural  historians  to 
ensure  that  opportunities  for  input  are  part  of  the  design  and  decision  process  leading  to  construction. 
Project  presentations  have  been  made  to  community  organizations  (Chinatown  Families  Economic  Self- 
Sufficiency  Coalition,  Chinese  Chamber  of  Commerce,  Chinese  Consolidated  Benevolent  Association, 
Chinatown  Presbyterian  Church)  over  the  past  year  and  a  public  meeting  at  the  Gordon  Lau  Elementary 
School  was  held  on  November  8,  2007  to  review  the  project  and  envirormiental  findings. 

W-8 

See  Response  to  Comment  J-2.  As  noted  on  pages  3-36  and  3-37  of  the  SEIS/SIER  bus  service  on  the  30- 
Stockton,  45 -Union/Stockton,  and  9X/9AX/BX-San  Bruno  would  continue  once  the  Central  Subway  is 
completed,  though  headways  may  be  adjusted. 
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Letter  X 


Deccoiber  7,  2007 


Mr.  on  I  W^-cko 

Acsiii;!;  Enviruiimetilat  Revie%v  Officer 
Sail  Francisco  Piariiiing  Deparlineiiit 
1650  Missiti3i  Struct,  Suite  400 
Sail  FraiK-isco,  CA  94103-2479 


EC  1  II  2007 


DGE 


Re:  Ci'tilrjil  Subway  Dmftt  SuppMmmM  Eiivir^iMiieiital  Impart  SMemnmifEmpmi 
(DSEIS/R).  October  2a«T 

Etear  Mr,  Wycko: 

CjoWch  Gate  Bridge,  Highway  Biid  TraBsportatiott  District  (Dislricl)  iiaj!  feviewfsd  lilt  abevfi' 
refqrertccd  dncwnient  and  offers  the  foliqvviitg  coinmeiirte  (i^riairting  la  Goldj^Mi  Oita  Tifiissil 
(GOT)  mimx  operations  an-d  fRcilili^is  in  ihe  projecl  SHidy  Area. 

€CT  Bus  Sloraj»e  Facility  Btck|reuiid 

Since  1 072*  che  Disti'ict  Ms  KlW^ly  mxighi  a  site  fc4'  a  ^vmmcni  miilday  tes  sL0ri!g.e  EteiUly  in 
San  Francisco..  Smh  is  iicHity  will  &&cwe  ilie  abilily  Tjy  Olslrict  ia  prravicis  b  viable  publie 
transii  allcriialiv«  but\veai  Sail  Frattctscfii  mid  oommMtuMm  aiosag  {fee  Goldeti  Gale  Comdor. 

The  MElrupolilaij  Tniiis.pajtiiti.oit  Cu«iijii&sidiH*i  2iMl  Ti'arisbiy  Tenraiiil  Iroprovei.i.icnt  PEm 
succeKiitluilly  ccmtiuded  a  nearly  3S-ymr  debate  to  determine  the  fete  of  llie  ©listing  temniiiitl. 
V*'ith  I  he  mth'a  pmi'mfdkm  arid.  issjdwiejMit  o.f  tliis  Diitrict,  line  Giiy  asd,  CoiiBts?^  of  Bm\ 
fjmGkm  and  oihssr  timdv  imml  mmnb&&^  this  FIm  mcm&s>Mly  xhhrn^:  repoiiaJ  cousc-nsus 
rcconimcndiiig  a  replaecnieEil  for  the  sxisling  tern-iiital. 

The  ira|>lcni:Cn.tati<ra  of  this  Transbay  TerminBl  Center  (TTQ  Plan  %«  i  ll  lygiitficaritly  foeaejtt  GOT 
by  pmvMmg  a  Iwig'Sottghl  GGT-ex;clLtsive  and  peraiansaii  hm  stor-uge  facility  beneath  tiK?  l-W 
feewiy  oil  liw  block  bopodfd  fey  4'^,  Biilhrnui,  md  Ptsny  sti^ets.  T!ie  .2004  cciiitlsd  Final 
ErivlTORtneittal  Impm  Siateraciiis^Rqpirl  (EiS/H)  te  llie  new  Tmitsbiy  Teniiip.ii  p.t3|eci  fisamicd 
GOT  would  access  ihis  ferflity  vit  scjisttiho^tisi  4^^'  Str^t  iiticl  eaiSifedLiiiMli  Ferry  Street. 

€offltiteitl»  mt  Cettljrai  Smbwwy  .AligitRwat  AllOTia.tiv£?s 

•  District  appreciates  the  DSFAS^M  .ickTOosvtcdgcmeni  of  IJislrict's  future  bus  stojage  facility  m 
4'''  and  r«:T!y  streets  rjiroughoul  this  documcm. 

•  DisErit:!  4ippr^ciflies  cfiotis  by  San  Fs^^ncisco  Municipal  I  ransporfiidori  Autlionly  (K'OVN)  in 
devekfping  Alignr'ncjit  Altcnuitiv^  thai  do  fkot  apprar  f.o  resl^ncl  or  comproniiiJv'  tlic 

ihi&  f^iiluic  bus  £.toi^^ge  tocilny  nt  4"'  und  Fcnj  sfrec^s.  District  :jckEU!'.\U'dut;&  ihe  iis^isuinice 
of  Trsnsbay  Joint  Poweis  Agreancnl  (TJPA)  siaff  ^nd  cc?nsii.i;-:i:is  in  upiosentiiig  Dislric? 
2iuer&ls  my  facilibitirig  niectmga  Iselwccn  SHMTA  sn-d  l)ij*li-ici  staff  ic*  address  Dss-liict  bus 
facility  ucce^j  bsufS  sffstinjj  the  Central  Subway  project. 

•  District  appreciates  t"cceti1  design:  ntorfibcittions  for  ihc  porud  loca$jo«  shown  iu  Uic  iiUJclied 
plan  (labeled  "Allsifialivc  3R,  Tra«k  Plnn  &  Pr<ill1c:  Portal  Ikbtbit,"  dated  ]Ch>ia'07) 
prqjEired  by  SFMTA  and  ti^nsroilled  to  Dis.iiici  by  'HPA  on  h*)/l2.'U'7.  This  reccn5 
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Mr.  W>^ko,  SF  Planning  Dc|)artmCTit 
Conimcjitg  to  Cleiitnal  Subway  DSEIS.'R 


December?,  2007 


A3temalivc  3B  plan  docs  not  appear  {o  restrict  access  by  GGT  buses  to  the:  hm  storage 
facility  on  4'^"  and  Pcny  slrcels.  However,  the  Atlenia?ive  3B  piaji  in  the  DSBIS/R,  Pages 
2-39  snd  5-40,  appears  to  iJlimtriUe  a  porta]  luciitiori  ttuil  rssliicts  access  to  the  future  bus 
sloiagc  facility  by  GGT  buses  For  example,  Pflge  ^-55  Hiates  "Rccausc  of  the  locatiOEt  of  (he 
portal  on  Fourth  Slrc«4  at  Perry  Street  under  the  Interstate  80  freeway,  the  bus  access  from 
southbound  Fourth  Sircel  to  the  GUT  bus  sloxagc  lacility  may  be  rcslrsclcd  due  to  the  tight 
(bti5)  Itiming  itidias"  Also,  Page  7-11  states  "the  portal  at  Fourth  Street  imdcr  may 
restrict  atcias  to  Ijie  future  bus  storage  facility  at  Peity  Street".  Tlicrelbre,  Disiirtct  ixiqucsts 
that  Ihc  FSELS.'R  incorporate  the  altachud  iCVlO/O?  Alternative  3B,  Track  Plaji  &  Protlle: 
Portal  Exhibit  that  mitijaatcs  this  impact  to  GGT  bus  accc&s  to  ?lie  future  Ds&trict  bus  storage 
facility,  With  this  change  to  Altceiidivc  3B  portal  locatioit,  District  cau  support  the  Cetilial 
Subway  project 

•  Neither  Attcmali%'e  5B  portal  localion  shown  on  Fagca  2-39  and  5-40  of  the  DSEIS^'Ti  iior  the 
10,''lU/(>7  plan  includes  desigri  details  for  u  piirtal  impact  alletiuator.  As  pieviout»ly  di&CU^ed 
between  Dsslrict,  SKMTA  and  TJFA  staffs,  please  add  the  attenuator  to  the  design  plans  for 
Ahcmalive  portal  in  a  manner  that  docs  not  restrict  the  ability  of  GGT  buses  to  access  llie 
M\m  bm  storage  facility. 

Comments  on  Central  Subway  Constntction  [nipacts 

Page  1-14  states  one  of  the  objectives  of  the  Ccnlrnl  Subway  pmjcct  is  to  "Msnimize  Acivejse 
Cojistmclion  L^ipacls".  Page  7-5  dciiiies  a  significant  effect  under  CliQA  foa-  "Transit  Services 
and  Accessibility"  to  be  an  effect  that  ttuiy  "cause  a  swbssantial  increase  in  delays  or  apcratini^ 
costs  such  that  significarU  adverse  impacts  in  transit  seivicc  levels  <:mM  result".  Pages  6-40  and 
7-12  imply  that  close  coordination  with  this  District  will  be  required  to  miiiinuze  i;mtw»!els  fo 
OCtT  oj[>era?ion5.  District  appreciates  that  construction  impacts  are  temporary,  and  the  full 
scqiicnce  of  conRtruction  staging  needs  to  be  dctemiined.  Neverihekss,  there  appeal  to  be 
several  constniction-related  iiclivitses  referenced  in  the  D.SEIS/R  that  potentially  ijiipact  GGT's 
ability  to  cither  access  or  fully  utili/ic  the  future  bus  storage  facility.  Since  speuific  impacts  to 
GGT  operations  arc  not  tdcntiiicd,  it  is  not  possible  to  detcnninc  if  these  impacts  are  significant. 
Specific  construction-'relatcd  ftcttvittes  are  4i.scuss.cd  below. 

tePJSttJLrwl  MiligTilion  for  Transil 

•  Pajges  6-34  tlu"OUgh  6-36  (refcning  to  all  Ahgnmcni  Attcmalives)  describe  impacts  and 
tiiiti  gating  nieasyrcs  related  to  public  hjiusit  services  during  project  cotistructioji.  The 
SDRIS/R  docs  not  adequately  disclose  if  tbc«c  impacts  and  mitigaLing  meajsures  will  be 
applied  to  MUNI,  OUT  and'or  all  transil  services  in  the  Study  Area.  Given  the  high 
importance  of  GGT's  future  bus  storage  lacility  at  4'"  and  PeiT>'  (as  stated  in  tlic  beginning  of 
this  letter),  impacts  to  GOT  op«iaSioa  and  facilities  along  4"'  Strcd  arc  not  la^owji  and  may 
be  potcntiidly  si^itftcariit, 

Tunnel  Fxcavation  Shaft 

•  Page  6-25  {refcniny  to  Ahcmatives  3 A  and  3B)  states  a  "tunnel  excavation  shaft"  wsll  be 
loL-atcd  on  4-"  Street  "beneath  1-80  between  Harrison  and  Bryant  Slreela,"  i.e.,  opposite  the 
cailrance  of  the  future  GGT  bus  storage  tacility.  Pages  6-35  and  6-36  (referring  to 
Alternatives  3 A  itnd  3B)  state  "At  tliC  tunnel  consmiction  shaft,  buRcs  will  be  rerouted  to  the 
west  side  of  Fourth  Struct  between  Bryant  and  Hairison"  m4  *Mnjscs  would  return  to  the  cast 
side  of  the  street"  and  "two  west  lanes  of  Fourth  Street  between  Brysiit  and  Harrison  Slreehj 
would  remain  closed  for  the  duration  of  the  construction  of  the  guidcway  tunnels",  This 
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.Vlr.  Wycko,  SF  Plaiiiviiig  Dcpartjncnl 
Conimcnss  to  Ccnifal  Subway  DSHIS/R 


Dsccmaei-  7,  2007 
Pap  3 


stxlion  of  the  DSEIB/R  does  not  adc£|uak;Ey  ciiiselchse  whcilacr  ■%cis5ss'"  includes.  (jGT  tmd 
whether  GGT  will  be  able  to  mm$s  the  Mum  bus  itcM|E  floiliiy  during  tjofislniction  Mtht 
tunnel  cxcavittton  shaft. 

FurlhciTKOix,  Pages  6-34  and  6-35  (vcfciTiiig  to  Mitigation  McastiTics  CTmnion  to  all 
Allemaiivds)  state  '"DVT  svould  dcvclijp  delaur  roHtes,  f«r  non-tmnsil  traffic"  md  '"DPT 
would  lr>'  to  iimit  Eraffic  Riong  constiuclioR  rallies  to  inamit,,.",  This^ggesls,  allliough  c^es 
not  specitlcally  slate,  that  QQ'T  will  conliniic  to  ojierate  <m  4*  Str^S't  during  c<?nsttwioii 
activities.  Oi.stnct  requests  Ibat  DFF  pemiit  ac^ccss  l«?  th«  towre  storage  FiciJity  via  4^' 
ijircct  (luring  pfojccl  conslruclioju. 

Utility  Rdocatinn  aed  Curb  Side  i'arkiiiig 

•  Page  6-32  (m  Allcmj^civc  3B)  stales  utilily  relocation  sind  simialliaecMis  ebHiinBslion  of  cifb- 
side  parknig  on  4"'  iStroct  between  Harrisoi  m4  Bryanl  sUmtn  will  b«  r«qwilfc4  dnitig  the 
tlrst  six  months  of  project  con  stnictton.  The  SOElSo'R  doe."!  mot  disclose  ii»w  (or  ii)  (KiT  will 
be  able  to  access  the  bns  storage  tiscillty  at  4^'*  mj4  Perry  streets  ciurlig  iliis  tm<^.  Disirict 
requests  that  DPT  pemnit  access  to  \M  future  hm  storage  fjjcility  via  4*  Stif»t  duritig  prefect 
conslnictioii. 

ImtMCtcd  Tranisit  Sctvices 

•  Page  6-32  {for  Alternative  3D)  stales  "Die  first  IS  nmthsi  of  ..pie-conslitictiori  activilics 
would  iiiclude.  ..trnpacted  tran&it  s^ervicefc".  The  SDBIS/R  dc«s  not  di&clo^e  if  MUM,  GGT, 
or  all  transit  i&eivices  art*  expficlcd  to  b<j  ianpaclud  during  lliis  iS-niuisih  cujislructiori  perii>{l. 

ioy^icts  Slid  Milig;iticiii  forTraOic 

•  Pn^c  6-3 S  {for  Alteriiisttves  3A  aiid  3B)  cites  "Two  Irafiic  iaies  on  Foutlli  Stfegt  bstftusea 
Howard  and  Folsorn  StrceHs,  would  be  clessd  for  approximaiely  four  imoiitbs...".  The 
SDEIS/R  does  not  dlsclo&e  how  (or  ii}  GGT  will  be  impacted  by  this  hm  €Mmm. 

Tike  DSEIS/R  does  tmi  appear  to  f^diiy  disclose  iiO¥/  conistructioK-related  iictivities  (i.e.,  turinijl 
excavation,  shaft  OTJislraclioHf  ttlility  relocation,  sjlimitiatioji  of  carbside  psrkiBg.  street  btie 
closures,  and  other  activities)  CDuld  potentially  affect  GGT'a  ability  to  access  and  fully  iilili2:e  the 
future  bus.  i;ti2»rage  facility  M  4"'  md  Perry  sireel^  dttrin|  cons-tructiort  of  the  Centi^l  Subway 
project.  District  requitet  aocess  to  the  biis  storage  facility  mi  a  daily  bmh  md  ejtpscts  to  be 
consulted  during  the  de%^eh?pii3eot  of  traffic  diveir^ion  phm  m  access  is  asjSUred. 

District  s,talT appreciates  the  opportui^ify  to  conmnicnt  on.  tlic  IHKIS/R  lor  thfs  prnjeci,  please  sail 
OUT  Prntcipttl  Plaimei.  Maurice-  Paltunbo,  fit  (415)  925 -01  GO  if  you  luive  q\^c&tions, 


Flaimuig  Director 


Allielunent 


CG  Kap^ei^rnithj  SC  ChianMUs  DJ  Mulligan,,  M  Pakmbo 
PhiiSaiidri,TJPA 
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Responses  to  Letter  X 
X-1 

Comment  regarding  the  acknowledgement  of  the  Golden  Gate  bus  storage  facility  at  the  Fourth  and  Perry 
site  is  noted. 

X-2 

See  Response  to  Comment  R-1.  SFMTA  is  committed  to  continued  close  coordination  with  the  TJPA 
and  Golden  Gate  Transit  for  the  interface  between  the  Central  Subway  Project  and  the  Transbay  Transit 
Center  Program,  including  the  Bus  Storage  facility  on  Fourth  Street.  As  noted  on  page  3-55,  text  changes 
have  been  incorporated  into  the  SEIS/SEIR  to  reflect  the  revised  location  of  the  turmel  portal  to 
accommodate  bus  access  and  the  agreements  reached. 

X-3 

A  crash  barrier  is  plaimed  for  the  portal  to  protect  the  entrance  structure  from  turning  buses.  The  current 
tunnel  portal  layout  plans  provide  space  for  the  tunnel  crash  barrier  without  interfering  with  the  turning 
path  of  the  bus  as  it  enters  the  bus  storage  facility.  Figure  2-18  on  page  2-39,  Figure  2-19  on  page  2-41, 
and  Figure  5-10  on  page  5-40  have  been  revised  to  show  the  tunnel  crash  barrier.  See  Response  to 
Comment  R-1  for  revised  figures. 

X-4 

The  project  construction  would  not  impact  any  of  the  regular  Golden  Gate  Transit  bus  routes  as  none  of 
the  Golden  Gate  Transit  bus  lines  operate  on  Fourth  or  Stockton  Streets  in  San  Francisco.  Construction 
on  the  segment  of  Fourth  Street,  between  Bryant  and  Harrison  Streets  under  Alternatives  3A  and  3B, 
could  temporarily  affect  access  for  empty  Golden  Gate  buses  entering  the  proposed  Transbay  Terminal 
bus  storage  facility  at  Fourth  and  Perry  Streets.  Under  Alternative  2,  the  portal  would  be  located  to  the 
south  of  the  bus  storage  facility  and  would  not  have  the  same  impacts. 

Golden  Gate  buses  would  be  entering  the  bus  storage  facility  primarily  after  the  morning  peak  period  and 
would  enter  via  Harrison,  Fourth  and  Perry  Streets.  Generally,  exiting  from  the  site  would  occur  prior  to 
the  start  of  the  afternoon  peak  period  via  Perry  and  Third  Streets.  While  a  reduction  in  lanes  is 
anticipated  on  Fourth  Street  between  Bryant  and  Harrison  Streets  during  the  construction  period  for 
Alternative  3A  or  3B,  SFMTA  plans  to  stage  excavation  shaft  construction  and  utility  relocation  to 
maintain  access  to  the  bus  storage  facility  by  Golden  Gate  buses  and  will  work  with  the  Golden  Gate 
Bridge  Highway  and  Transit  District  (GGBHTD)  to  develop  bus  detour  routing  plans  to  ensure  access.  If 
access  to  the  construction  shaft  is  needed,  it  would  be  scheduled  so  as  not  to  conflict  with  the  periods 
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when  buses  are  entering  or  exiting  the  bus  storage  site.  The  SFMTA  is  committed  to  continued 
coordination  with  the  TJPA  and  GGBHTD  to  minimize  construction  impacts  on  Golden  Gate  Transit  bus 
operations. 

The  impacts  to  the  Golden  Gate  bus  operations  would  be  less-than-significant  due  to  their  temporary 
nature  and  the  maintenance  of  access  to  the  bus  storage  site  during  construction. 

The  following  text  changes  and  additions  are  proposed  on  pages  6-35  and  6-36  of  the  SEIS/SEIR  to 
identify  impacts  to  Golden  Gate  Transit  buses  and  proposed  mitigation  measures. 

The  text  of  the  second  sentence,  fourth  paragraph,  of  page  6-35  is  revised  as  follows. 

"...At  the  tunnel  construction  shaft.  Muni  buses  would  be  rerouted  to  the  west  side  of  Fourth 
Street  between  Bryant  and  Harrison  Streets. . . 
The  following  paragraph  is  added  after  the  fourth  paragraph,  page  6-35: 

"Excavation  of  the  construction  shaft  under  the  1-80  Freeway  between  Bryant  and 
Harrison  Streets  would  also  impact  Golden  Gate  Transit  bus  operations  under 
Alternative  3A.  Buses  will  use  Harrison,  Fourth,  and  Perry  Streets  to  enter  the  Transbay 
Terminal  mid-day  bus  storage  facility  that  is  proposed  for  the  site  between  Perry  and 
Stillman  Streets,  east  of  Fourth  Street.  Generally  buses  would  be  entering  the  proposed 
Transbay  Terminal  bus  layover  facility  after  the  morning  peak  commute  period  and 
exiting  the  site  before  the  afternoon  peak  commute  period  (3  p.m.).  The  reduction  in 
lanes  on  Fourth  Street  during  the  construction  period  would  temporarily  affect  access  to 
the  bus  storage  facility." 

The  text  under  Mitigation  Measures  for  Alternative  3A  on  of  page  6-36  is  revised  as  follows. 

"Mitigation  measures  would  be  same  as  those  proposed  under  Alternative  2,  except  as 
described  below.  The  MTA  would  continue  to  coordinate  with  the  TJPA  and  Golden 
Gate  Bridge,  Highway  and  Transportation  District  (GGBHTD)  to  minimize  construction 
impacts  on  Golden  Gate  Transit  bus  operations.  MTA  would  stage  excavation  shaft 
construction  and  utility  relocation  to  maintain  access  to  the  bus  storage  facility  by 
Golden  Gate  buses  and  work  with  GGBHTD  to  develop  bus  detour  routing  plans  to 
ensure  continued  access.  If  access  to  the  construction  shaft  is  needed,  it  would  be 
scheduled  so  as  not  to  conflict  with  the  periods  when  buses  are  entering  or  exiting  the 
bus  storage  site." 
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The  text  revisions  under  Mitigation  Measures  for  Alternative  3B  on  page  6-36  are  revised  as  follows. 

"Mitigation  measures  would  be  same  as  those  proposed  under  Alternative  3-3  A. 

The  text  of  Less-Than-Significant-Impacts,  Alternative  3A,  Transit  Construction,  page  7-9  is  revised  as 
follows: 

"5.  Excavation  of  the  construction  shaft  under  the  1-80  Freeway  between  Brvant  and 
Harrison  Streets  would  also  impact  Golden  Gate  Transit  bus  operations." 

The  text  of  Improvement  Measures,  Alternative  3  A,  Transit  Construction,  page  7-9  is  revised  as  follows: 

"Same  is  Alternative  2.  except  SFMTA  would  coordinate  with  TJPA  and  GGBHTD  to 
minimize  construction  impacts  on  Golden  Gate  Transit.  SFMTA  would  stage 
excavation  shaft  construction  and  utility  relocation  to  maintain  access  to  the  bus  storage 
facility  by  Golden  Gate  buses  and  work  with  GGBHTD  to  develop  bus  detour  routing 
plans  for  continued  access.  Access  to  the  construction  shaft  would  be  scheduled  to 
avoid  conflict  with  the  active  bus  periods." 

The  text  of  Improvement  Measures,  Alternative  3B,  Transit  Construction,  page  7-9  is  revised  as  follows: 

"Same  as  Alternative  3-3A." 

X-5 

See  Response  to  Comment  X-4  and  text  revisions  proposed  in  the  Transit  Impacts  section.  Access  to  the 
proposed  bus  storage  facility  would  be  maintained  at  all  times,  though  rerouting  of  buses  may  occur  for 
limited  periods  of  time. 
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Letter  Y 


December 2007 


RECEIVED 


Bill  W>'cko 

Acling  EnviroiiRjcntal  Reviesv  Ofllccr 
San  Francisco  Planjiing  Deimrtmcnt 
Otitial  Subway  Draft  SRIVSFJR 


u  r  f 


1 650  Mission  Street.  SuUe  400 
Sm  FriHicisco,  CA  94103 

i>ear  Mr.  Wycko, 

These  are  my  cofiiiBcms  on  ihe  Central  Subway  Dm[t  SEIS/SEIR 

Among  llic  dcsigTi  altefnat^vcs  coiistdcrovj  in  iJiis  document, )  ,sifiHigl>  support  Alternative  38 
(MtKinied  LPA)  as  the  ht^t  md  most  cosi-ctTccti\'e  choice.  I  wmM  Ukc  the  tollowir^ 
suggestions  cnlcncd  mto  the  jecorel 

L  llHiopi  Squiire/Mfli-ket  Street  .Stalhjo—  station  cntranm?  I  support  the  proposed  choice  of 
the  southeast  comer  or  iiision  Sqyarc  for  the  mau)  entry,  with  n  sutond  set  of  stairs  in  tl^e 
sidewalk  on  the  north  sid(^  of  Geary  Sincct  east  of  SEockton.  I  he  latter  \vtll  provick  direcl  transfer 
access  from  'he  station  to  onihimfnlbmc^  on  ihc  38  and  3KI,  Cicnr>'  line&.  My  stiggcslion  h  to 
include  an  addnion.il  sst  of  &tttt?s  in  a  stdi^walk  luilb-out  9,\on^  the  -south  side  ofOTarrgll  Stre-et 
just  cast  of  StocMon  Street  This  would  provide  direct  tiaiistcr  access  into  the  stafiop  frtmi 
mhoimdhm^s  on  the  M  and  38L  Geaiv  lines  (which  have  a  stop  on  ihat  block).  I  ihink  it  wonM 
be  a  signilleant  tmsjijcfgmgnt  to  not  itminiizc  connectivity  with  these  hij^h-volume  lines  in  both 
direction:!^  Because  tlic  station  is  cunently  cnvisjoncd  lo  have  a  full-length  L-oricour.se,  a  stair 
entrj-  at  thk  corner  should  be  «  eost-effeclivc  means  of  fauilitatmg  ihcse  coaneciivity  goals. 
2.  MoscoRc  Statiofl— iiation  entmncesi  In  addition  to  the  proposed  otT-sircct,  main  entrance 
between  Clementina  and  Fol&om  Strccls,  I'd  suggest  consideration  be  given  to  including  thfC 
sccoyilarv  grttrances  oritiitiallv  proposed  in  Alternative  .^A:  a  stuir  entry  in  the  west  sidewalk  of 
f  punli  Street  north  of  Howard  Street  and  an  i^scalator  entry  in  the  itorth  5i(^valk  of  Ikix^ard 
Street  west  of  foorth  Street  i  Fjp.  2' 1 3l  I  fhiak  that  this  comer  -  with  its  wide  sidewalks  and 
being  centrally  located  at  the  jneeting  of  the  3  blocks  of  the  Moswne  Center — woald  represent  a 
nii-^fitid  opportunity  if  not  used  for  sta!ioii  access.  The  greatly  tncreascd  station  visibility  would 
be  a  benetlt  that  (I  hope)  would  justrfy  the  added  cost  of  extending  a  passageway  northward  from 
Alturnalive  3B's  shortened  concourse  to  provide  access  al  this  e<imer. 
J.  Orf-*lreet  entrances  at  Moiscoiie  »nd  c:hina(«wn  stations:  I  HU|jgest  ?!iat  the  designs^  of 
these  2  off-street  entrances  accommodate  die  option  of  loeatit^g  the  fore  uates  and  tickcl  vending 
machines  inside  the  iiticct-lcvcl  entry  areas,  near  the  top  of  the  stairs,  m  m  alternative  to  locating 
fare  gates  ot%  the  concourse  levels  This  would  place  more  of  each  of  these  stations,  inckiding  the 
main  .staiifi  and  escalators,  Ixhind  fare  bamers.  \hm  increasijig  sy.5tcm  security  and  redwing 
opportunities  for  vandalism. 


Sincerely, 


Matk  Scoti 

358Fiederick  St .  Apf  3 
.S4in  Friinci.sco,  CA941I7 
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Responses  to  Letter  Y 
Y-1 

Comment  expressing  support  for  Alternative  3B  is  noted. 
Y-2 

Comment  supporting  the  access  point  in  Union  Square  from  Geary  Street  is  noted.  The  number  of  access 
points  at  the  subway  stations  was  reduced  to  save  costs  for  the  project.  The  current  design  for  Union 
Square  Station  Alternative  3B  meets  capacity  and  emergency  access  requirements  for  the  project.  Stair 
access  would  be  provided  on  both  the  east  and  west  sides  of  Geary  Street  and  escalator  and  elevator 
access  along  the  south  side  of  Union  Square  along  Geary  Street.  These  entrances  would  be  located  near 
existing  Geary  38  bus  stops  for  ease  of  transfer.  An  additional  stairway  entry  along  O'Farrell  Street 
would  be  cost-prohibitive  at  this  time  because  available  funding  for  the  Central  Subway  Project  is  limited. 

Y-3 

See  Response  to  Comment  Y-2.  In  early  discussions  with  regarding  the  location  of  access  points  to  the 
Moscone  Station,  representatives  from  the  Moscone  Center  indicated  that  a  station  access  directly 
connecting  to  the  convention  center  at  the  northwest  comer  of  Fourth  and  Howard  Streets  would  present 
security  issues.  In  addition,  an  existing  sewer  trunk  line  under  Fourth  Street  between  Howard  and 
Mission  Streets  would  interfere  with  station  construction  in  this  area.  (See  pages  2-59  through  2-61  of  the 
SEIS/SEIR.) 

Y-4 

The  design  team  evaluated  the  potential  for  locating  the  fare  gates  and  ticket  vending  machines  at  the 
street  level  and  determined  that  the  queuing  requirements  could  not  be  accommodated  in  the  limited 
surface  area  space  at  street  level.  In  addition,  MTA  has  a  station  agent  at  each  station  concourse  level  and 
fare  gates  are  collocated  with  the  station  agent  booth  for  security  and  passenger  assistance  purposes. 
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Memo  Z 


i^i  l  Ai   I  MunwipalTrarispo^tBtion  Agency 


Rjv  ill  Jarcs  M:C--j»  .It  i  CWtfmM 
"jcit  .Sriai  I  Vtc-QsdHfijr 
Csftm-  S(KK>  I  Dtwta' 
StiibyEtdiTrBlKt  i  5vet\& 

Pblsi  Ji'^rev  I  9»«:t?f 

Date:         December  10. 2O07  ^     „-  ^  r      «  ^^cn 

To;  BilfW/cko,  City  Planning 

From:         Peter  Straus,  SFMTA  Muni  Service  Plannmg 

Subject:      Comments  -  CenErai  Subway  Draft  Supplemental  EIS/EIK.  Oct  2007 

1.  Annual  Operating  Statistics 

a.  Tables  S-2, 2-2,  2-4  and  2-$  -  There  is  confusion  in  the  column  headings 
over  use  of  "Systemwide,"  After  talking  with  Dan  Rosen,  I  suggest  the 
following: 


Pcnk 

DieitirrriiHet,' 

TaiaE  Anntinl 

I..RV  FKet 

Total 

Aariant  LRV 

5-X  Lirtv^ 

(nt4t 

\-mti ' 

(Fleet  Sii*)' 

Cnr  llotir* 
TUlMt 

2.  Abbreviations  -  In  text  need  to  explain  lA^at  an  abbrevlatior^  means,  but  also  in 
tables  need  to  spell  out  abbreviatrons 

a.  Executive  Summary  Table  S-3  and  page  S-1 3  -  isteed  to  explain  what 
'YOE'  means 

b.  Chapter  8  Table  8-1  -  Need  to  explain  what  'YOES"  means. 

3.  Appendix  E 

a.  Tables  E-1  &  £-2- 

i.  Three  footnotes  {1),  (2),  (3)  are  missing 

ii.  There  ts  no  plausible  explanation  for  the  sharp  drop  in  the  30  and  45 
line  patronage  betv/een  the  year  20O0  and  the  2030  No  Projecl/TSM 
Alternatives.  In  the  Central  Subv/ay  January  2007  model  run,  as 
shown  in  Tables  E-1  and  E-2.  the  2030  No  Project/TSM  30/45  Line 
patronage  is  less  than  half  that  of  the  year  2000  patronage.  In  the 
No-Pfo)ect/TSM  Alternalive,  the  T-Third  Line  runs  along  the 
Embarcadero  and  in  the  Maricet  Slreet  sub^vay,  and  does  not 
direct^  serve  the  3rdMth/Stockton/Columbus  corridor  between 
Tokvnsend  and  ChinatownyNofth  Beach/Russian  Hifircow  Hollow 
and  the  Marina.  Consequently,  there  ts  no  reason  why  there  should 
be  a  drop  in  patronage  or  in  service  levels  for  the  30  and  45  Liinos. 

b.  Tables  E-3  and  E-4  ■-  Are  the  estimated  daily  transit  ndership  trip  Ofigins 
and  destinations  for  the  existing  or  future  corKSitions? 


C^x  iLoJh  V*i  Ssver  J'  f!  '?'r<^WKi'm.  C>X 5^133  |  ''-y  -Vf.  \  Fast:  i15  iMAim  I  wmf^-sfRila^om 
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Responses  to  Memo  Z 
Z-1 

The  following  text  changes  suggested  by  the  Muni  Service  Planning  Section  are  incorporated  into  the 
column  headings  for  Table  S-2,  page  S-12;  Table  2-2,  page  2-23;  Table  2-4,  page  2-35,  and  Table  2-6, 
page  2-48  of  the  SEIS/SEIR: 


Alternative 

Peak 
Headways 
9-X  Line^ 

Diesel/Trolley 
Peak  Demand 
(Svstcmwido  Fleet 
size)' 

Total  Annual 
Diesel/Trolley 

Bus  Hours 
(Systemwide) ' 

Peak 
Headways 
T-Third^ 

LRV  Fleet 
Peak  Demand^ 
(Systemwide 
Fleet  size)^- 

Total 
Annual  LRV 
Car  Hours 

Line 
(Systemwide) 

Z-2 

The  following  changes  suggested  by  the  Muni  Service  Planning  Section  are  incorporated  into  the  text. 

The  text  of  the  footnote  in  Table  S-3,  page  S-13  is  revised  as  follows. 

"Costs  for  Alternatives  3A  and  3B  do  not  include  the  North  Beach  Construction  Variant, 
which  is  estimated  to  costs  $54  million  in  Year  of  Expenditure  (TOE)  dollars." 

The  text  of  the  second  paragraph  of  page  S-13  is  revised  as  follows. 

"As  indicated  in  the  total  capital  cost  for  the  Enhanced  EIS/EIR  Alignment,  including  the 
purchase  of  four  additional  LRVs  (3  peak  and  1  float  vehicle)  to  accommodate  2030 
demand  is  estimated  at  $17,345  billion  ($17,685  billion  in  Year  of  Expenditure  (YOE)). 
The  total  capital  cost  for  the  Central  Subway  Fourth/Stockton  Alignment  Option  A  is 
estimated  at  $1,131  billion  ($17,407  billion  in  YOE)  and  the  total  capital  cost  for  the 
Fourth/Stockton  Alignment  Option  B  is  estimated  at  $1,014  billion  ($1^^235  billion  in 
YOE)." 

The  text  of  the  first  sentence,  first  paragraph  of  page  8-7  is  revised  as  follows. 

"The  projected  incremental  operating  costs  for  both  the  T-Third  line  (lOS)  and  Central 
Subway  Alternatives  are  summarized  in  Table  8-2  in  year  of  expenditure  dollars  (YOE)." 

The  following  footnote  is  added  to  Table  8-2,  page  8-7. 

"Note:  YOE  is  Year  of  Expenditure." 
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Z-3 

The  following  changes  suggested  by  the  Muni  Service  Planning  Section  are  incorporated  into  the  text. 
The  following  footnotes  are  added  to  Table  E-1  and  E-2  in  Appendix  E. 

'^otes:    '     Central  Subways  T-Third  long-line  to  Visitacion  Valley  and  T-Third  short-line  to  1 8"'  and 
Third  Streets. 

^      1 5-Third  Line  shifts  to  9X-San  Bruno  or  to  the  T-Third  line. 
^      45  Union/Stockton  extended  into  Mission  Bay." 

Z-4 

The  ridership  for  the  existing  year  and  the  future  years  has  been  revised  based  on  new  model  runs  from 
the  updated  SF  model  (see  revisions  incorporated  into  Tables  E-1  and  E-2  in  the  SEIS/SEIR).  The 
updated  results  show  that  there  would  be  an  increase  in  ridership  between  2000  and  2030  on  the  30- 
Stockton  and  45-Union/Stockton  lines  for  the  No  Project/TSM  Alternative  as  suggested  by  the 
commenter. 

Z-5 

The  estimated  transit  ridership  in  Tables  E-3  and  E-4  is  projected  for  the  year  2030. 
The  text  of  the  titles  of  Tables  E-3  and  E-4  are  revised  as  follows. 

"ESTIMATED  2030  DAILY  TRANSIT  RIDERSHIP" 
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Letter  AA 


HECeiVEO 
DEC  1 3  mi 

December  10.  2007  rnnm  q 


Williiim  Wycko 

Aciinjg  f  nvironmcntiil  licvnew  Officer 
^S-nn  f-raticiiica  PlaniriJig  Department 
1650  Mission  Sued  WO 
Man  |-r;meisct>,  C/K 


Ref     ftrnU  Suppk'incnJtal  Environ nifntal  hnpjit'l  Sisiieiinerat  /  Envirtinmertijil 
Ccntial  Subwisy  Projc^ct  i(Pliast  2)  (Slate  Chsstritij^mim  Na.  9fs  111209?) 
Dear  Mr.  Wyeki>: 

t  his  k'Ucrsdts  forlh  the  cnmEriL'iiii!;  c^f  ihe  Velegraph  Jiiil  I h^^llers  {"TNI>"j  on  the  Drafl 
St^pp]c:i5cntiil  C.'cntjal  Sizlnvny  SKIS/SIMR  prqiarcd  on;  hchsslf  ^it  ihelJ.S-  Depanliiiscnl  iiF 
I rinsponalion  md  San  hiancisco  Planning.  DapMMiyi'enJ  ("I.tiul  Ajri-siciii^-")  thy  the  piajec^ 
sponsor,  ihc  Sim  Fninciscn  Miinic!.(>al  ri^i^isif  Agency  (":\'frA""K  io  an^il^f ?e  llut 
^rnvin-onmcmal  i m pixels  < if  line  propimul  Ccsitml  Subvv;^)  piojcd.  I'l'is  Icuer  doK  nul 
cxpi-'Siss  <)|>]iasiii{in  \n  p  CcntrnI  Snhv%iiv.  Krojccit,  b«t  if.  iTilciidsvJ  iq  ndicislnlc  i^wr  cfinixsrns 
with  ihc  ntleq'.iac)  of     Sj^il^i^SMR  lo  wMix^s     envimnnicni^il  imiw-l^  of  llic 
proposed  project  on  our  cnmimiinily.  ^iy  \vay  Qi  iBfrrfductivli,  I.  Ill)  is  n  n<iR-pri>tJi 
nrgani7*iiiori  iiw^iqvuated  in  1'J56.  t^'u!  i  t  ncK  ivprcit-iiusgt-ivv:!  WO  ^^^^Hk  l!i^  fmrn  lh<' 
"Ickgrsph  HilUNorih  Bcjidi,  -M-i}  Thinjilo^vri  n(.'i:L*li1jf>ilu'ixh.  OneorSan  f-iuiicihcu's 
45]<ie^t  aninnuiiil)  ori|<:iiii/iili'Di'.!i,  THD  vrm  kmiidtzd  lu  pcrpctiiLilu  ih:  hh.hmi'  Lrtdiliiuis  i*f 
llwsfc  Jucusj  and  lias,  been    lively  jsivolvcd  v,'hh  [and      bsuiis  affectMi^  nonhcasi  .Scui 
FranciscD  far  over  five  dciiadcs. 


OVERVIEW 


This  is  a  briaf  overview  of  THD*!;  ccmcern.^,  fbllcfAiKi  iyy  specific  ctsmissiiisbs. 
Even  wilhiii  li^  oonjsiriiiiiLH  of  ihe  SMpplcisicn  ud  Miinlysi^,  given  Oie  scope  m4  tmiiMfiU  ni' 
ihc  pnevicnjs  FEIS/FBIR^  lh€  Ali^ifniiiives  fiie  twcrly  ns^rmw,  Th«^)-  di5»  not  adc^n^Hlely 
adilresH  ihe  hriisidcr  pci^Js  m  mt  by  iIk  ^loei^pient  to  sen-c  northsiist  San  Fmnclsco 
irifisiJ-dcpradcni  popilaioiiis.  cvci  limited  to  di£  mitiieast  segniei^i  oi'tlie  Corricbr, 

l\m  stifcdy  of  ite  Chinaiowii  and  Nurlh  B€«]i  iMl^tborlioiCida  is^  eiKcepcionjilly  limii^rdl,  ai 
odds.  wiOi  tlie  purported  purisiMrC  of  tlia  ^jwbwiiy  l^n^,  mid  ilie  purpose  of  llie  SElSs^EIR  lo 
disclose  arul  inilSgi^te  projcGl  impacts  and  eviilualc  altcnialivcs.  Analysis  conslmclion 
impiiJCls  isnd,  iiMJsl  ijnp»rl-ini!y,  mauatveme-nl  Df  constrii'Cliiin  mics^icls  is  reiqisisilc  fur  nn 
undcriiikiiigcif  diis  imf  j|«^dc^  ihi$  k  beyorwl  «i  tesie  miligJitio^  moidtofing  pkti 
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William  Wycfco 
December  10,2007 
Page  2 

line  Federal  requiremenls  under  Section  4(jfl  lo  avoid  adveise  ijsi|)actii  to  historical 
resources  are  not  a<3dlres>.sed  by  (he  attcmaiivcs,  which  all  include  given  kupjcls  in 
ChinatO^viK  and  AUcroative  jIJ  to  Norlh  Hcaob,  W]\\k  such  i«ipau(s>  Jiiighl  be  routinely 
the  subject  of  CMQA  overriding  coiisEdcraJions  in  the  City  and  CotiiUy'ii  jurisdiction,  no 
s^uch  mechanism  exists  under  4(f)  when  i-easoiiabte  opticMis  cxis4  to  avoid  these  impacts, 

PURPOSE  AND  NEED 


The  underlying  "Kecd"  defines  ihc  ohjcctivc  criteria  for  developnierit  of  aUcmatives. 
Hie  fuidkiy^  supporting  ihz  Kccoixi  of  l)ecisiOi!i  must  be  busod  on  the  "Needs"  as  set  out 
m  the  docmnejjt.  As  stated  in  Seclsoti  1.5,      "Needs."  fur  Ok?  prDjcct,  to  year  2030^ 
i  Include: 


AA-3 


"mttbiJity  and  transit  diefictencie&  ttt  the  nortlieAslcrn  pari  of  S»ii  Francisco'*  to  be 
met  with  impiavcd: 

*  "cfiimect  tonjs  to  cotnmututies  in  the  southeastci'ii  pai-t  «f  fhe  Cit}''',  arid 

•  ''rctfafc^lltty  43f  rt'aM$i(  sei~vke"; 

"coiigcstbn'"  and  "rtioljilily  needs  far  new  jobs*',  throu^.hout  ih^  *'S(udy  Area'"  (t>  hi 

met  with": 

♦  "infrasti'ucture  imiM'OvenieHl'*  (Central  Snlm^ay  vvotdd  be  a  key  iittprovetttent  to 
case  eongestioij); 

"the  rarge  (rnns^k-dependcnt  populatifln""  of  the  "Corridor/  la  be  inel  with  improved 

•  *Mransit  service'*;  and 

"South  «f  Market  ar«a'*  residential  growth  acconunodalion. 
The  "Nfeds'"  Sl»lcmciit  caises  several  questions: 

1)  Affected  Knvironttietit.  Thu  SEIS.'^FJ1<:  fails  tn  meet  the  N««(l  to  addi^ss 
**northevistern,"*  "souUieastcrn,"  or  "5»outh  oi'  Market"  by  liujitiijg,  ihu  Study  Area  as 
"gcncrfilly  within  a  two  block  radius  of  the  Corrirtiir"    .1 ). 

2)  No  inetliodotoi^y  is  presented  to  cxplaiii  how  th'^  aflected  environment  of  the 
Coirjtlor  rupresents  the  areas  de^vcrilxrd  m  the  tieeds  stalemutil,  fur  puq^cjsc:?  of  study, 
leJ  alone  bow  the  project  improvements  wmld  actually  ^ervc  the  extent  of  the  areas 
defined  by  the  Needs  Sliitemcni. 

3)  Growth  Aeeoinmodatioii.  Exactly  what  rcsidcntEal  and/'or  comrnei-ciul  development 
is  anticipated  to  be  ae.4:Qmmodated  by  the  proposed  S«bway? 


AA-4 


AA-5 


ALTERNATIVES 


The  statement  of  tjndcrlying  Needs  sliould  determine  the  range  of  alternatives  in  m 

v.mnm. 


AA-6 
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Wtlliiini  Wyckn 
IX'Ccinbcr  10,  2(107 
l*agc  3 


4)  N'eetis  Statement.  Use  giiidm^r  parameter  fbr  ereaEion  aisd  evaittirtion  of  alternati  ves 
is  Che  NcAi^ds  Slii[i2iijcnt.  The  SKIS/SEIR  tails  to  \mk  Ibe  nia^teFial  it  pmEcnis  hmk  to 
the  needs  ideiiUfieJ  to  imprm'c  scivie-e  to  iKiitiieasc  and  BOutl^Mtist  Sm  Praiiicis^  and 
tlie  Sotilh  uf  Market  area. 

5)  Area  Kxlcnl.  Iia'sps.'ctiTC  of  how  oltemalives  vv-cte  developed,  hmv  were  prajecE 
InipmvemtMits  cvaiualed  in  ttte  i3ill^*MUtlivtia  tit  terms  ofHw  mMiM  of      M&m  didm^d 
by  the  needs  statcincnt? 

6)  Avfttdance  of  Inip0cts  to  Itistci'riie  ReseHsrees-  Thf  AM&mdvts  fail  tj&  ietclude 
optiotts  to  avoid  si^nillcatit  impaela  m  historical  r^miw^m  Wlial  are  iie  oplior^ 
alternative  sJaiion  siting  in  Oiii'tatovvn  lo  nvmd  llie  diemolltioti  of  liistftrie  strodte-e^? 
WJiac  lire  lijc  options  far  alicniaCive  ioc-atiojis  for  ihe  1  wind  BMing  Madstit^:  to  cmm 
out  of  ihc  jf»round  to  avoid  advert*:  teniporar)'  aiid.'^r  permaKni  ii^pacls  lr> 
Wajfhintiton  Square  Paik  (Landmark  No,  226)  or  m  Qthm:  historic  resources  idenltilecl 
by  the  Noith  He«<i]i  .Survey  iuid'or  cktcrinmed  elifibte  for  lh&  Natioiaal  Register  of 
HlHtoi  ic  Vhca  m  North  [Mach?  Were  ^mmxw^  loeatidtts  to  avoid  tiiose  |X5tciit3a| 
adverse  impscts  considered  m  rcqmmd  by  SeerioEi  4(0,  CEQA  aiid  NBPA? 

7)  Tran-sit-DepeiKk^t  Perstiiis*  The  project  wmM  serve  those  abeatfy  residiiif  on  m 
existing  licUiBiit  corridor,  How  w«ie  tte  actual  iioeds  of  iransit-dependciit  persona 
con^iid«?xcd  iji  Efie  aUernaiive  analysis?  Otpmph  thrOLtghoul  Ife  Sturdy  AxaCf 

8}  Eqiiity,  Is  iiCcessibiUt)^  equity,  to  address  tiiobiJEiy  needs,  a  cjonslderation?  Mow  do 
the  alteniativH-^s  ovaEualc  equity  tor  Eransportatiori-depcBdcni  pcnsons  m  the  North 
WatCTlront  und  North  Beach^  sonie  of  \^4om  are  within  Ite  Study  Are^i?  SoiiUi  of 
Markel?  Sooihcastcri^  San  FioiiiCESCo? 

9}  Liniilalran  of  Scrvie«  Arm.  Die  tynitel  utEdrnalwis  eKcavirt®  to  Porth  Ikadi  wtllKniit 
scrviiig  the  SiiKly  \%rm  with  a  Nortin  Beaicli  SiaEion,  m  contln«aSiott  to  Fisheatrtiu'si 
WEsarf;  given  the  iiiveslm€nt  m  the  luuiiei,  wtiy  wieK  ttlewMtivies  with  iioksiges  to 
North  Beach  and  the  Noith  WaEeifnoiit,  serving  stuted  iieijcis,  i^sidi^iits,  aisd  tc>Lmsts, 
not  considered  ht  fevor  of  a  dead-end  to  ihta  muthmn  lualf  of  CiiifKa;towii? 

iO)  Sirtct-kvcl  AIteriinti¥«^  An  diemative  to  tim  miikm  wm\M  ht  ming  ilae  critical 
Feciera  t  juironey  to  fioisnce  an  above  gropnd  ^[teriiative  as  rooomirsended  by  Regional 
AHianct  For  i  ransit  (RAFF). 

TBA^\SP01lTATION 

Tiie  ii«pct  £iEii«|yiiis^  dijiciosurc^  and  construction  fniiiagemenL  plan  ^nmM  xivmd  the 
pr€S?a5?a?iOti  of  Ibe  pTOlcct  and  esistf iig  aflectod  eisvirtsmuent.  (n  th  Is  cbsc>  not  cveo  tho 
whole  of  the  aflbE  ied  epvi  nonnwut,  bsaif  otCbiisiaiown  and  all  of  Kortti  Beach,  has 
baseline  ittfomiation  presenlcd  with  wblch  to  perfonn  ^he  anaJysi;?,  disclosiUie,  and 
mitiiailion  inanageuMjni  n&cpiired.  The  eaitislLassis  of  tbedocwmenl  is  inverted  Worn  the 
purpose  it  server. 

1  l)Trt»nsij  l*relcrqii<ij|l  Slf««y,  '"rilinsit  PrsifbrendaJ  ^irefls"  (I  PS)  TtUfHOveirieiits 
Arms  noted  ipcliade  StocktOfii  Stroet/CDlumbua  Avenue  gind  Market  Slrcxt.  Where  arc 
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iht  imptxjv'cjiicnts  for  Sl<x:klon  Slrcct'Columbus  Avenue?  How  is  a  oonneclton  gap 
ill  MaikcL  SirccL  (to  Ivnion  Square)  an  iinpfovcmcnt? 
32)  Transit  Demand.  The  project  would  mslx  the  podestrian  level  of  scrvicjC  of 

Stockton  at  Washinjgion  worse,  not  better.  Although  Jlie  ilemogtap'hics  of  CIJUMtown, 
iis  more  dense  and  projected  to  prow,  am  used  rationalize  <hc  limited  service  of  the 
propascd  Subway,  Chinarown  Is  not  served  %vel1  WJthotit  relief  to  tli^  nortlk  winch  has 
worse  existing  I. OS  condi(io«is  ihm  ihc  area  the  Subway  would  serve.  With  llie 
immeiwc  «xpen!?e  of  the  Subway,  why  does  th«  project  doe.3  tiot  address  tlie  areas  of 
gre,4le5i;  tiansit  demand? 

1 3)  Existing  TYanstt  Cofridor.  Tlic  Subway  would  serve  a  conridor  aJready  ser^'ed  hy 
tran^sit-  How  would  the  project  be  nse^tinjj  tin  urjdenscrvixl  need  for  m-nbilily 
diTOUghnut  the  Study  Aj«a?  Tlu  Oughoul  the  arcjis  dcstdbcd  in  the  needs  siatemcnl? 

14)  Evidence,  Hie  SEIS^lifR  does  not  show  the  existing  bus  stops,  in  all  of  the 
"^Affected  KtiX'ironrnenl"  tnaleriul  pncsenlcd,  nor  indtcaie  where  ihcixr  %TOu|d  he 
specific  reiiei"  with  Ihc  Subway  project,  in  the  impact  or  alternative  snsdysis,  No 
meJhsodology  be^^ond  boarditig  countn  is  pnej&enlcd;  ihere  is  inad4S]uate  infomifliioiRi 
presented  to  evuluitte  theSRlk'SEIR. 

15)  P(?d«$lriaiii  E^vt'l  of  Service.  The  existing  pedei^trian  le^'t;!  of  service  of  StockJon  io 
Washington  h  described  as  LOH  A.  At  wha?  time  of  day  were  coimls  imde? 

16)  LOS  llirouyh  the  mote  congested  stretch  of  Stockton  bctwcer>  Cohambus  and 
OroadwciyAVashinslon  is  not  addres^icd;  as  part  of  the  Coj'iidot*  why  no^? 

1 7)  Cliinatowii,  Noi  tb  Bcacli  Cm  t  Uhrr  The  SklS-'SHlll  doe?  not  piesejit  or  analyze 
fraffie  or        in  Chuiatown  or  North  Beiicb  areas,  withiu  1he  CMijIeE  described  as 
the  Study  Aira,  for  ^ifisting,  projected,  or  eonstrucfion  coiidlltoits  of  ttt«  affected 
cr(virc.)p.nicnt,  and  thus  the  SHIS/SBIR  is  pkiidy  iiyadoquatc.  Slockt{>n>?os.i  is  not  in 
Ciiinatown-  The  SEIS/SblR  foils  to  pres^Jit  iin;^  analysis  of  iniffic  north  of  Union 

ScjUHfiiJ. 

I S)  V«jiiivuliir  Level  of  Service.  Mow  will  the  subway  affect  existing  conditlonsi  of 
Stockloji  to  CoHiitnbus  and  Columbuj?  Avenue? 

19)  ln(er*ec(ioii  LOS  is;  presented  for  '^only  for  intersections^*  that  wmild  be  pfojected  to 
operate  al  E  or  F.  F  lowcTCr.  Chinatown  is  not  sludied,  so  this  SliJS/SEI  R  statemetit 
cajuiot  be  supfxjried. 

20)  LwidiiLg.  The  SEIS/SFJK  docs  not  present  or  analyze  loading,  within  the  iji 
CbinaCo'Mi  or  North  Beach  areas  of  the  Coiridor  described  m  <h<;  Sludy  A(tn,  for 
existing  conditions  of  ihe  affected  coviromnent 

2 1)  Projected  loading  conditions,  On-slicd  parking  spaces,  counted  oti  Stouktun  from 
Clay  to  Washington  Street^  do  not  describe  loading  spiw^^s  or  Itrndin^  conditions. 
Projccifid  conditions  are  described  m  terms  of  ""'losii  of  existing"  and  attesdrcg  to 
"already  n^^irhy  loading  zones",  but  lltere  is  no  informatiori  presented  to  substantiate 
that  conclusion. 

22)  ConstrU'Ction  coitdiiioiis  include,  uiideT  TsB,  the  TuniscJ  Noring  Muchinc  (  IBM) 
retrieved  "iironi  a  sliaft  in  tlic  middle  of  Columbus  Avenue""  and  tmck  traffic  for 
S^jioiis  v^ill  involve  hind  closure  tor  a  period  of  "six  months''  to  "the  full  dunitioti  of 
construction;"  however,  the  impacts  on  loading  arvd  on  business  activity  is  tiot 
described;  the  SEIS/SFJR  is  plainly  inadequate. 
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2^)  Piiriking.  The  SI'lJS/SBf  R  tlocs  ool  present  or  analyse  pssrkmg  condUmm  cur  Emifmets 
within  ?hc  CoiTtdcir  de.scril>ed  m  the  Study  A«!a,  fcr  estisiittg,  iirttjctted,  sr 
const  rucrbii  condidoii^  on  the  affeeted  etivirQiirtijetil  astd,  ihenefoit:,  the  SE1S/f>EiR 
is  pliiinly  ina<3cqua!!«.  On  sti^t  paiiuji  spces^  counted  (m  Stockton  fmm  Clafy  to 
WashtoglOri  SHe4et,  du  nut  describe  ewndilii>iii&  aifficitsfttly  to  aimljm  llie  iiiti[mcts  of 
projiT-t  construct  ioci 


AKFKCTI^D  KMVIRONMErr 

The  Needs  At^a  is  not  matehed  by  the  Study  Af«%  md  liillc  tsf  either  b  Gsptuned  Ett  the 
Coa'idoi.  The  Conridur  canno?  be  used  as  a  syrrogate  for  dcs^iribiKg  b?;netlif  realfeod  {m 
t>oO  tor  th*  Nixah  or  St^dy  Artus. 

24)  Study  AiTca.  The  SEtS-^KIR  wriously  d&^nh^  the  Study  Arm  m  showm  oit 
r-igun-'s  I -J  (p.  1-3)  and  ?-2(p,  i-7),iislli«s  MFC  Travel  Zorie^Ceisms  Ufactg 
{lucaiii}Eis  Roi  shown)  (p.  1-6),  as  *'§c!rveraity  wiilnin  a  two  Mock  raditis  of  the 
CoiTidor"(3.l). 

25}  Affcttcd  Environimcnt  'tfm  WHSMEM       mi  address  ^'mfth&%i&m^\ 

*'sauihcastefii'\  or  "Sonlli  of  Marker'  altiwiugh  thest':  areas  are  defiijed  m  tte  needs 
statement,  in^ead,  it  linrits  the  !S!ti%  Aret  as  "gertemlly  ivttliiki  a im^  bleick  radius 
iiUhii  Comdof'X3J). 

26)  ChinatoM  n.  Stocktoit/Bcoad'wa)?  k  itidicaffid  as  part  oi'M&rlh  Beadle,  and  ihus  not 
served  by  the  pnoixiKsed  sub^vay  (1-6).  Ifo"^^^¥er,  CWiiatown  sir^iddlcs  Broadway;  ihm, 
Qv^v  li«lf  of  Chiiiatmvii  h  mt  liscliicted  in  Uje  service  ^rea  delitdtitHi  r$«|Uired  by  the 
needs  slalejjientCa). 

21}  C AG  mid  AflFt'eied  Area.  "The  MTA  e&labiished  a  Coiniumiiiy  .^dvi.^iiy  Oraup 
(CAG>  early  in  the  planning  pKsccss  to  pnsvidc  input  tn  the  idctilrincistion  and 
sjclectiun  ot'd^stgn  op/tbns  fbr  the  Third  Jitreci  IJgl\t  Rail  Project  and  Co  help  scteet 
the  nption*!  to  c^riy  fnrwaid  loi'  envicoMniCTtal  rcvjc%¥.  Tl'ic  CAC>  i^i  cuniposed  oTa 
broad  cro.'is-seetmn  of  sLik^- hi.>ldcT  groups  fmn  the     fSniHiieity  nvi^KidKiods  in  the 
Thind  Sticct  {iorridor:  Visit?iiio!^  Val2ey3ayview  liuntcrs  Poitit.  PoCfCt^  llill,  SoutE:* 
t>f  Markel,  and  ChiuiaSowni'Dawnlou^.  livo  CA(j  has  nucl  &ix  times  since  December 
of  200 J  to  discuss  She  CcnCfitI  Subway  pJuisc  of  the  Ptojeel."  Hie  Nojtli  Beach/ 
Telegraph  llill  neighborhood  should  hiivt  had  ie|)re$cnl4itioii  osi  the  CAG. 

PLAM  CONSISTEMCV 


Plan  €€M8ttniCy  Es  a  Federal  titqLMrmiti^, 

2S)Phtiis.  ilbw  is  Sbc  prxpct  cmsisicjit  wiift  tht;  SFClA  Strut'Cigic  Flam's  identitlcatian 
of -'Noitis  ikach"  as  t\m  of  the  l^our  Coif  Idors  tor  ypg^^ades  with  '1l?ied  y.uide\vay 
iran.«iil  lines.'*'?  ('I-O) 
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29)  How  is  the  project  coiisistcEit  wiih  ihc  Port's  Waterfront  Land  Plan's  overarchiug 
gofti  ''to  reunite  the  Cit>'  with  its  [northern-]  waicrfmnl?  (4-H) 

30)  How  is  tliie  project  part  Lilly  consistent  with  tlic  Norilicni  Waterfront  Land  Use 
Plan  gui<tHn€e  to  provide  "maxinuun  access"  and  "acconimodHtc  ilic  movement  of 
people    .  .by  "impiovisig  transit  service  between  Ftshei'man's  Wharf  and  i'Mm 
B3sin"?(4-5) 

31)  Ilow  ]£■  Ihc  project  eonsistutit  with  the  Sart  Fiajicisco  <T€nerAl  Plan,  'rrftiisp»rlaMon 
Eletne&t.  to  provide  fixed  guidew^y  ti-ansit  to  the  North  Beseh  conrido*'?  ('^-?.) 

32)  How  is  the  pityect  con&istettt  with  the  Sail  Fiaisctsco  General  PEan,  Commence  & 
inJu^liy  Ekment,  to  suppoil  Ihc  tourist  indusliy?  (4-2) 

33)  How  is  tiic  project  tonsiiiiunt  with  tl^e  Chirialown  Plan  to  meet  Chiiiatowjfs  need  tof 
better  E«st-Wesl  transit  links?  (4-2) 


CONSTRUCTION"  IMPACTS 


Althirugh  liniitsd.  in  diirisiioj],  thui?e  aits  ttte  most  pronounced  and  widelj'  disruptive  of  any 
imjjact  of  the  prajcct.  Without  a  comprcJicnsivc  cuiistnuclioii  miuiayiemtrjl  plan  to 
address  circulation,  in  concert  with  ihc  transit,  service,  and  utility  iufraKlruttiire,  this  will 
brinp,  chaos  and  !seTiou.s  Impacts  on  local  hnsincsscs.  Standard  dust  cxintroi  and  noise 
ordinances  are  msufiflcicnt  to  address  a  project  of  this  magnitude.  There  is  no  ^iubstisrtlive 
discussion  of  tte  effects  of  mm^  dmt^  or  vibrjstion  on  sCTsilivc  r-eccplor.'!,  or  mobility 
impediiiices  for  this  same  populiuion.  No  discu'jsron  of  the  impact  on  or  relief  to  aJfecled 
busirtcsses  is  discussed. 


34)  Kcunomit  inip»t1«,  Flws  SEIS-'ISEIR  does  mot  pre&eiit  or  atialyze  «itea  hsisiocss 
patronage  geneially^  atid  discussion  rcgandiiig  cotistruclion  impacts  on  bus-iness  Is 
virtual  ty  abseait. 

35)  What  wmild  the  impact  be  on  Chinatowri  and  Noith  Beach  area  busii^e&ses?  There 
were  cnormcnas  <ii,sruptioiis  aficr  five  1 989  earthquake. 

36)  What  proleetinm;  are  in  plaee  for  the  ecimomie  impacLs,  yet  to  he  deJiCrib^Kl  \t\  the 
.SHJS/St-:iR? 

37)  *i*ran5it  Where  is  (J>c  wmprchensi^'e  coniJtruction  managcmcal  plan  to  address 
coord  iiiatiott  of  route  ehaaees,  froek  movements,  piablic  infon^ation,  etc? 

38)  AIYeetcd  Avm,  The  extent  orimiTaeis>  given  the  changes  to  !nan«!it  routes  and  street 
cloiiui^i;.  extends  bejoind  (l>e  two  block  buffer  of  the  alignn^cnt.  The  SBIS./SHIK  is 
not  adesquate  for  the  liinilalion  of  the  affected  area  (were  it)  addressed  in  this  rcgaix3. 

39)  Debri&  and  street  elc^ures.  Dirt  will  be  pu.shed  out  tigh!  by  Washttigton  S<iiujre; 
what  pojtiotis  of  the  su-eel  would  be  c  losed  tor  how  long,  what  thirit  twuld  do  lo 
tiatfio,  how  vvQiild  tlie  equiptnejit  be  leiuoved,  how  many  people  would  be  WDikijtg 
tliore  and  what  debris  might  be  cast  otl'by  the  eons-loietion  m  that  area?  What 
assurance  is  dml  that  lire  cun&lruction  equipment  wiH  not  be  stoied  in  Wjisbingtoii 
Square  or  impact  the  public  use  of  this  Lundi:iark  pidilic  park? 

40)  Sensitive  Rcecptfti-s.  The  SEISw'SFTR  docs  not  present  or  analyze  the  presence  of 
sensitive  I'ccepfors;  the  SMISySRIR  discussion  is  thus  inadequate  la  discussion  uf 
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noiM»  ditst>  rccircjitioitnil  iunpacls,  and  impact  of  tmvel  iii]|?ed:anGe%  a.H  ibsise  affcci  a 
vulnerable  ]]it)puiation.  The  enfiroiimeiiliil  juslip^  cliijaiassioji  is  also  liieoitiislete:  far 
[his  rcuHon. 

41  )'rBVl  impact  cCTiiccntraHoiis,  Clbernital  cxjEiiamiimjits  po^sJWy  alre^y  m  ib^  $t>il  arc 
outlined  but  not  the  eii^'iixjamcnly]  consequenc^es  ol  lite  Tyiinel  Btwing  Maciiinc  bcii^ 
extracted  at  Washington  Square. 

42)  Being,  thai  ih-c  Tinuiel  B-Driitg  Machine  wiJ!  mnm  out  ijf  Jiiie  ground  m  Wss^hipgfon 
5k|uarc  P»rk  wouldn't  Ihe  ijuisc  level  be  hig^wr? 

43]  Ific  liiick  trips  ait;  tiot  crtunicratcd  for  the  TOM  and  Wajshiiftei^  Square  Patt 

44)  ERi«rgencv  Atcits&.  Tlie  SBIS/SEIR  does  iiot  ade^y^tely  cfcgcrite  impels  to  police 
Btid  lire  tespotiSie;  evas  if  thciTc  wiji  i>e  pkii  developed  ttt  ihe  fiitwrc.  llnerc  Mcedfe  ^O' 
be  souie  characJcTi^&aiJort  of  piie.^etited. 


SECTION  4(r) 

Avoidance  alKifuitives  arc  required  \mMi  SecttOfi  4(f),  howcsyer,  the  histortc  resatisM^ 
stated  for  dettiolitiun  un  SEocktfim  Sireel  ire  nul  tcMisixieFed  ""ilakes,''  The  effects  on 
W^isJiiEtglojs  Sqisiat^  Pitrk  m4  hmmt'ic  district  resoufces  are  not  cojiddered  for  appropriate 
pi^>tet!ioEK 

45)  C£Kisti'uttutni  impact  awidartee.  Nca  iimtcapires      ideiittfied  far  protection  «5f 
i^esources,    part  of  avotdatice,  urttkr  4(f). 

46)  Alternatives  which  av&M  impKCts  urc  regiitt^ii  uitsltr  4(0. 

47)  Washington  Sqimre  Piirk  is  Ctly  Landinark  Mo.  226.  "At  theTBM  rstrlcvaJ  shaft  m 
Calumbus  Av«:mi<:  at  Wasiiingion;  Square,  the  Mfldwa)'  (CirE|inal3y  Mnnlgomcry 
Avcftue)  waa  <M  thf<?ugh  between  1  fi73  iad  1S75^  bissecting  Washington  Squit^^ 
Deposits  i^m&4  m  tlio  ewrly  yaxr^  of  Waslfiiti#ort  Sc|iiat«  ais  a  public  space  and  park 
ittay  be  pieicnt."  Tfsese  are  iwidcd,  prciEeclcd,  preserved  howl  And  how  wi>Mld  tlie 
laii<tsc4ipe  of  Use  Park  ariid  Cohimbus  Aveia«j2j  inelitding  the  street  Wees  and  Itucs  in 
the  patfk  be  prutecusd  and  inspaets  a:\?Qide<i? 

4S)  All  Alr«mftth'«  whieh  ntitkcs  use  of  the  yiittnprovi^rl  lot  cm  Stocklon  at  Clay  Sifeei  for 
Ihe  statioii  wilsuJcI  not  rcqyire  the  denioMtionis  to  hi^torb  resoyroe  bylidkigs  on 
Sloekton  StiTeet.  If  ihc  i^ionak  is  titat  tlic  lot  was  noi  r>riginal}y  studied  ui  icuiluded 
ill  the  ongtnal  APE,  it  is  spKieluiis  to  a^sfscrt  oise  (T )  lot  cafyioE  be  evaluated  ibr 
aichccdogical/cultufal  r*2!SQurce  conecTRji  3S  4iO  mldi^iori  t«  ihts  Supplemcntali 
ifocumsnl. 

49)  Ap  Aitcraative  which  riiiurns  Stockloti  Street  to  a  strct^tcar-nnly  street,  i«s  it  was 
when  the  SEQckCott  Tannei  wss  coMtmcted,  aatd  to  allow  k\^lng  and  enietiertey 
aijc^ess,  WG«M  allow  eEus  inv^^slmcjiit  of  t'ederiil  mmtics  to  extend  a  suriioc  streelcur  all 
lite  way  to  Fisternaan's  Wliarf,  argiiabfy  serving  San  Ftiaiicisco  ttiuch  betlei  than  iIhg 
(lead  «d  ayb's^vay  proposed.  This  ^voiitd  nut  rei^utre  the  dcniolilioJis  to  resource 
b«i  Wings  on  Stockton  Slriel  or  Jinpacts  to  Washingt<jn  S<n»i*re. 


AA-36 
Cent. 

AA-37 

AA-38 
AA-39 

AA-40 


AA-41 


AA-42 

AA-43 
AA-44 
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Wrllkim  Wyck<3 
Dec«3nl>er  10,  2007 
Page  8 


ADEQUACY 


In  light  of  the  SRJSl/Si^fR  omlssioi^s  m  the  al?ei natives  and  aisalysis,  Che  (kicumeis?  does 
jtot  meet  (he  tests  m  Icg^l  adequacy^  M  a1oEi«  fairness  that  our  lietghborhood  deserves. 

50)  Alferiiaiives.  TIyc  SHIS^^  El  R  imk  io  ikimnslvm  Ihiit  k  Mud  ted  impacts  or 
altcmatives  for  the  whole  of  the  a  Heeled  area  descdbed  by  Uic  needs  statement  to 
support  findings. 

51)  Existing  Affecfi^  Area,  The  SEIS.'SEIR  fails  to  prtjseiit  exLsliiig  cotuittjuiis,  impaet 
analysis,  or  aUcrnatJVC  conaidei alien  for  at  kaal  lialf  uf  the  mvi^  of  Chimitown  (nuith 
nrBraiadwiiy)^  Chhialowi  twiiji^.,  oak^isibiy^  n  rnnditnicutiil  arta  of  couccni  far 
cxpangjon  of  the  lighl  rdil  . 

ff  our  community  is  to  cansider  Ihc  THM  being  extracted  in  North  Bcmih,  let  alone  at 
Wasidngton  Squaie  Park,  witJioul  the  henefnaf  KcrviDL^  m  less  lhan  r^irnpk'le  discussion 
of  cnvirojumciital  c<}n5ei|Ucnct:s  uiid  conipr-tthc-nsive  plan  In  mnnagc  impacts  is  <ic;cq3iablc. 

Wc  believe  fc4isibEe  ulleinallvcs  exist  which  ishDnld  he  cnnsidlcrcd,  .is  they  avoid  inipaclJi 
as  required  by  4(f). 

We  look  Ibrward  tn  rcceivmg  ibs  Comments  arid  Responses  pi^ei^aii^d  for  the  Draft 
SE1S.^EIR. 

SiticeiTely, 


AA-45 


AA-46 


AA-47 


Vcdica  Piiri 
riesideiU 


CC:    Natfianifl  P.  Ford,  S^n  Francisco  MunicipaJ  Traiisportatton  Agency 

Leslie T.  Rogers,  V^.  Dept.  of Transtxiytatioti,  FederalTfansis  .•VdmiJiislialioti 
Ray  Sukys,  IJ.S,  f)cpl.  of  ■ftanspoitalion,  Fedcial  IransiE  Admintstration 
Joan  A.  Kuglcr»  Sail  Francisco  namiiug  D^paitntenl 
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Responses  to  Letter  AA 
AA-1 

While  Telegraph  Hill  and  North  Beach  are  located  in  the  northeastern  quadrant  of  San  Francisco,  they  are 
identified  in  the  1995  Four  Corridor  Plan  (San  Francisco  County  Transportation  Authority)  as  a  fiiture 
transit  corridor,  following  development  of  the  Third  Street  Light  Rail  and  Central  Subway.  North  Beach 
is  shown  as  part  of  the  Central  Subway  study  area  (Figure  1-2)  to  include  evaluation  of  the  option  of  an 
underground  construction  tunnel  to  Columbus  Avenue  in  North  Beach  for  purposes  of  extracting  the 
Tunnel  Boring  Machine  upon  completion  of  the  tunnel  construction. 

Consistent  with  the  certified  1998  Third  Street  Light  Rail  Final  EIS/EIR,  and  with  the  adopted  Four 
Corridor  Plan,  the  Central  Subway  revenue  service  would  terminate  at  the  station  in  Chinatown  at 
Stockton  and  Jackson  Streets.  SFMTA's  objective  for  the  proposed  Project  is  to  complete  the  second 
phase  of  the  Third  Street  Light  Rail  Project  and  provide  Muni  transit  improvements  in  the  Central 
Subway  corridor  (page  1-3  of  the  Purpose  and  Need).  The  Third  Street  Light  Rail  Project  stated  a  "need" 
to  address  deficiencies  in  the  transit  system  serving  the  communities  in  the  southeastern  part  of  San 
Francisco,  including  deficiencies  that  exist  at  present  and  those  that  are  anticipated  to  exist  during  the  20- 
year  planning  horizon.  Connections  between  Bayview  Hunters  Point  and  Visitacion  Valley  with 
Downtown  and  Chinatown  and  to  regional  transit  services  were  an  important  part  of  the  definition  of 
"need"  for  the  light  rail  project. 

The  reference  to  the  use  of  transit  deficiencies  in  the  "northeastern  part  of  San  Francisco"  on  pages  S-3 
and  1-4  of  the  SEIS/SEIR  has  been  revised  to  read  "northeastern  and  southeastern"  for  consistency  with 
the  original  need  statement.  This  was  the  basis  for  defining  alternatives  in  the  original  Third  Street  Light 
Rail  Project  EIS/EIR,  including  the  Phase  2,  Central  Subway.  This  is  also  consistent  with  the  definition 
of  the  terminus  of  the  Central  Subway  Project  in  the  vicinity  of  Stockton  and  Jackson  Streets  in 
Chinatown,  as  defined  in  the  September  2006  Notice  of  Preparation  (NOP),  which  was  used  to  define  the 
alternatives  for  the  SEIS/SEIR. 

The  first  sentence,  first  paragraph,  page  S-3  is  revised  as  follows: 

"The  Central  Subway  Project  would  help  to  address  mobility  and  transit  deficiencies  by 
improving  connections  to  communities  in  the  northeastern  and  southeastern  parts  of  the 
City  and  improving  reliability  of  transit  services." 
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The  first  sentence,  last  paragraph,  page  1-4  is  revised  as  follows: 

"The  Central  Subway  Project  would  help  to  address  mobility  and  transit  deficiencies  by 
improving  connections  to  communities  in  the  northeastern  and  southeastern  parts  of  the 
City  and  improving  reliability  of  transit  services." 

AA-2 

See  Response  to  Comment  AA-1  above.  The  impact  analysis  for  the  North  Beach  area  is  focused  on 
potential  impacts  to  traffic,  transit,  park  land,  cultural  resources  (archaeological  resources  and  historic 
properties),  noise  and  vibration  and  biology  for  the  temporary  construction  tunnel  that  would  extend  to 
Columbus  Avenue  in  North  Beach  for  the  purpose  of  extracting  the  Tunnel  Boring  Machine  (TBM).  The 
potential  impacts  from  this  underground  tunneling  activity  and  one-week  extraction  of  the  TBM  were 
analyzed  and  were  found  to  be  less-than-significant  and  would  be  further  minimized  by  mitigation 
measures  defined  in  the  SEIS/SEIR.  Potential  impacts  to  Chinatown  are  not  Umited,  and  are  described  in 
detail  in  the  document  in  Chapters  5.0  and  6.0.  The  management  of  the  mitigation  monitoring  program  is 
described  in  the  Mitigation  Monitoring  and  Reporting  Program  (MMRP)  attached  to  this  Final  EIS/EIR  as 
Appendix  I.  SFMTA  will  have  overall  responsibility  for  ensuring  that  all  mitigation  measures  are 
implemented  and  that  compliance  is  reported  to  the  Planning  Department  on  a  quarterly  basis. 

The  Appendices  of  the  SEIS/SEIR  are  revised  to  add  the  Mitigation  Monitoring  Reporting  Program  as 
Appendix  I. 

AA-3 

The  2005  revision  to  the  federal  regulations  that  govern  Section  4(f)  reporting  described  on  page  10-8  of 
the  SEIS/SEIR  allows  a  finding  of  de  minimis  impacts  when  the  activities,  features,  and  attributes  of  the 
4(f)  resource  would  not  be  adversely  affected.  Concurrence  from  the  Department  of  Recreation  and  Parks 
for  the  minor  impacts  to  Union  Square  and  Washington  Square  parks  is  attached  as  Appendix  J.  FTA 
concurs  with  this  finding  (Appendix  J). 

The  Appendices  of  the  SEIS/SEIR,  Volume  I,  are  revised  to  add  the  Recreation  and  Park  Commission  de 
minimis  finding  as  Appendix  J. 

AA-4 

See  Response  to  Comment  AA-1.  Reference  to  the  mobility  and  transit  deficiencies  in  the  "northeastern" 
part  of  San  Francisco  has  been  added  to  a  reference  to  "southeastern"  part  of  the  city  for  consistency  with 
the  need  statement  in  the  Final  EIS/EIR  for  the  Third  Street  Light  Rail  Project.  The  mobility  and  transit 
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deficiencies  relate  to  the  Bayview/Hunters  Point  residents  in  the  southeastern  neighborhoods  of  the  City 
and  the  need  for  improved  transit  connections  with  Downtown,  Chinatown  and  transit  systems  that  serve 
the  region  (BART  and  Caltrain).  The  affected  envirormient  for  the  Central  Subway  analysis  of  potential 
impacts  is  consistent  with  the  study  area  established  for  the  subway  segment  of  the  Third  Street  Light  Rail 
for  the  1998  EIS/EIR.  The  alternatives  in  this  SEIS/SEIR  have  been  expanded  to  include  the  Fourth 
Street  corridor  (Alternative  3  A  and  B)  added  as  a  result  of  public  scoping.  Each  of  the  evaluations 
performed  for  the  environmental  categories  (as  detailed  in  Chapters  3.0,  5.0,  and  6.0)  looked  at  an  impact 
area  that  was  appropriate  for  that  enviroimiental  resource. 

AA-5 

The  population  and  employment  growth  between  the  year  2000  and  2030  is  shown  on  Table  1-1,  page  1- 
6,  and  identifies  the  projected  growth  for  the  Central  Subway  Corridor.  The  greatest  growth  is  projected 
in  the  Mission  Bay  development  and  in  the  South  of  Market  area.  The  Central  Subway  Project  traverses 
this  growth  area  and  would  provide  transit  connections  to  regional  transit  (BART,  Caltrain)  and  other 
Muni  lines,  however,  other  areas  along  the  Third  Street  corridor  will  also  benefit  by  being  able  to  access 
Downtown  and  Chinatown. 

AA-6 

While  the  Central  Subway  Corridor  is  served  by  major  bus  lines,  surface  congestion,  particularly  along 
Stockton  Street,  results  in  unreliable  service  and  delays  for  transit  passengers.  As  stated  on  page  1-4  of 
the  SEIS/SEIR,  the  Central  Subway  Project  would  help  to  address  mobility  and  transit  deficiencies  by 
improving  connections  between  the  southeastern  and  northeastern  part  of  the  City  and  improving 
reliability  of  transit  services.  The  goals  of  the  Central  Subway  Project  include:  improving  transit  in  the 
Central  Subway  Corridor  to  enhance  the  mobility  of  corridor  residents,  business  people,  and  visitors; 
bringing  transit  service  in  the  Central  Subway  Corridor  to  the  level  and  quality  of  service  available  in 
other  sections  of  the  city;  and  to  support  economic  development  within  the  South  of  Market,  Downtown, 
and  Chinatown  Study  Area.  By  reducing  transit  travel  times  along  the  corridor  and  improving  service 
reliability,  all  of  the  build  alternatives  of  the  Central  Subway  Project  would  meet  the  stated  project  goals 
and  Purpose  and  Need  as  summarized  above. 

The  alternatives  analyzed  in  the  SEIS/SEIR  are  consistent  with  those  identified  in  the  Notice  of 
Preparation  (NOP)  dated  September  20,  2006  (Appendix  B)  and  presented  to  the  public  at  scoping 
meeting  and  public  information  meetings.  Alternative  2  was  modified  to  meet  current  fire  and  safety 
codes,  but  otherwise  is  the  same  subway  corridor  as  analyzed  in  the  Final  EIS/EIR  for  the  Third  Street 
Light  Rail  Project  in  1998.  Section  2.4  Project  Development  History,  page  2-52  to  page  2-62,  describes 
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the  full  range  of  alternatives  assessed  during  project  development  and  the  environmental  review  process. 
Transit  reliability,  connectivity  with  other  transit  lines,  increases  in  traffic  congestion,  which  relate  to  the 
overall  goals  of  the  Project  and  the  Purpose  and  Need  are  addressed  in  Chapter  3.0,  Transportation,  for 
the  No  Project  and  for  each  of  the  subway  alternatives. 

AA-7 

Measures  to  minimize  harm  to  Section  4(f)  resources  (including  the  two  buildings  in  Chinatown  that  are 
potentially  eligible  for  the  NRHP  as  contributors  to  the  potentially  eligible  Chinatown  Historic  District, 
and  Union  Square  Park,  Washington  Square  Park  and  Willie  "Woo  Woo"  Wong  Playground)  are 
described  on  pages  10-46  to  10-49  of  the  SEIS/SEIR.  Implementation  of  these  measures  would  reduce 
the  potential  impacts  to  resources  to  minor  resulting  in  a  de  minimis  finding  for  Section  4(f)  and  would 
not  require  analysis  of  avoidance  alternatives.  Impacts  to  historic  properties  are  described  in  Sections 
5.4.1  and  6.7.2  of  the  SEIS/SEIR.  Demolition  of  either  of  the  buildings  in  Chinatown  for  station 
development  would  constitute  a  significant  adverse  effect  that  will  require  a  statement  of  overriding 
considerations  at  the  time  of  project  adoption. 

AA-8 

As  stated  in  Chapter  1.0,  Purpose  and  Need  on  page  1-5  of  the  SEIS/SEIR,  the  population  along  the 
Central  Subway  Corridor  has  a  higher  percentage  of  transit  dependent  population  than  the  city  average; 
72  percent  of  households  along  the  corridor  are  without  a  car  compared  to  29  percent  city  wide.  The 
unemployment  rates  on  the  corridor  at  9  percent  are  also  higher  than  the  citywide  average  of  4.6  percent. 
While  the  corridor  is  served  by  major  bus  lines,  the  surface  congestion,  particularly  along  Stockton  Street, 
results  in  unreliable  service  and  delays  for  transit  passengers.  The  goals  of  the  Central  Subway  Project,  as 
they  relate  to  the  Purpose  and  Need,  include:  improving  transit  in  the  Central  Subway  Corridor  to  enhance 
the  mobility  of  corridor  residents,  business  people,  and  visitors;  bringing  transit  service  in  the  Central 
Subway  Corridor  to  the  level  and  quality  of  service  available  in  other  sections  of  the  city;  and  to  support 
economic  development  within  the  South  of  Market,  Downtown,  and  Chinatown  Study  Area.  By  reducing 
transit  travel  times  along  the  corridor  and  improving  service  reliability,  the  Central  Subway  Project  is 
meeting  the  stated  project  goals  and  Purpose  and  Need  as  summarized  above. 

AA-9 

See  Response  to  Comment  AA-8  for  discussion  of  equity  and  mobility  issues  and  Response  to  Comment 
AA-1  for  background  on  city's  investment  priorities  for  transit  corridors  in  the  city.  The  project  is 
intended  to  enhance  transit  service  in  the  Central  Subway  Corridor  with  improved  connections  from 
Visitacion  Valley  and  the  Bayview  to  South  of  Market  and  Chinatown  and  also  improved  access  to  jobs 
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in  the  South  of  Market  and  Downtown.  Improving  transit  and  providing  enhanced  mobility  for  the 
transit-dependent  population  along  the  corridor  addresses  environmental  justice  issues  by  bringing  the 
service  to  the  level  of  transit  in  other  sections  of  the  City.  The  improvement  of  service  to  the  Northern 
Waterfront  and  North  Beach  are  not  stated  objectives  for  the  Central  Subway  Project. 

AA-10 

See  Response  to  Comment  AA-1  for  discussion  of  why  the  northern  boundary  of  the  project  was  set  at 
Jackson  Street.  The  extension  of  the  TBM  extraction  tunnel  into  North  Beach  would  facilitate  a  possible 
future  connection  to  North  Beach,  but  would  be  subject  to  an  independent  study  and  envirormiental 
review  as  the  rail  extension  project  has  not  advanced  to  the  design  stage  at  this  time,  though  it  is 
identified  as  a  future  project  in  the  San  Francisco  County  Transportation  Authority  1995  Four  Corridors 
Plan. 

AA-11 

An  above  ground  alternative  was  considered  in  the  project  development  phase,  but  was  rejected  from 
further  consideration  in  the  SEIS/SEIR  as  it  would  not  appreciably  reduce  travel  times  due  to  surface 
traffic  congestion  and  traffic  control  devices  intended  to  manage  vehicle  flows  on  surface  streets  (see 
page  2-52  of  the  SEIS/SEIR  for  Project  development  history). 

AA-12 

The  study  area  for  the  Central  Subway  was  set  in  consultation  with  the  Planning  Department  and  the  FTA 
based  on  the  potential  impact  area  for  the  proposed  project.  As  the  rail  project  runs  along  and  under 
existing  city  streets  in  a  fully-developed  urban  area,  the  impacts  area  was  defined  within  two-blocks  of 
either  side  of  the  rail  corridor.  The  impact  area  was  expanded  to  include  a  broader  area  when  warranted 
by  a  specific  impact;  for  example,  the  potential  impact  of  the  project  on  population  and  employment  or  on 
the  larger  Chinatown  Historic  District  and  the  construction  impacts  on  North  Beach  were  considered.  The 
majority  of  the  SEIS/SEIR  in  Chapters  3.0.  5.0.  and  6.0  presents  findings  of  the  impact  analysis  and 
follows  a  standard  format  for  preparation  of  an  SEIS/SEIR  as  identified  by  the  Planning  Department  and 
by  FTA. 

AA-13 

See  Response  to  Comment  1-2.  The  diamond  lane  outlined  in  the  Transit  Preferential  Streets  (TPS) 
Program  on  Stockton  Street,  south  of  the  turmel,  was  implemented  in  2004.  Improvements  on  Columbus 
Avenue  and  Market  Street  as  identified  for  TPS  treatments  in  the  Muni  Short  Range  Transit  Plan  2006- 
2025  (see  page  3-9)  are  being  incorporated  into  the  SFMTA  Transit  Effectiveness  Program.  The  Transit 
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Effectiveness  Program  Draft  Proposals  are  under  public  review  and  will  be  presented  to  the  SFMTA  in 
summer  2008.  Improvements  proposed  on  Columbus  Avenue  include  a  Downtown  Circulator  Route 
(modified  19-PoLk)  and  all  articulated  buses  operating  on  the  30-Stockton.  Increased  service  on  the  F- 
MarketAVharves  is  proposed  for  midday  and  p.m.  peak  hours. 

AA-14 

See  Response  to  Comment  AA-1  for  discussion  about  project  boundaries.  Under  the  Central  Subway 
Project  Alternative  3B,  pedestrian  trips  to  the  comer  of  Stockton  and  Washington  Streets  would  increase 
as  noted  in  Table  3-17,  page  3-67.  This  would  result  in  a  degradation  of  Level  of  Service  (LOS)  from  A 
to  B.  While  LOS  B,  represents  more  crowded  conditions  than  LOS  A,  it  is  still  considered  to  be  an 
acceptable  level  of  service  for  city  sidewalks.  Level  of  Service  E  and  F  represent  the  most  crowded 
conditions  when  pedestrian  movement  becomes  difficult  due  to  crowded  conditions.  The  Central  Subway 
would  serve  the  transit  dependent  area  within  walking  distance  north  of  Washington  Street  along 
Stockton  Street.  The  station  is  located  in  an  area  just  to  the  south  of  the  most  congested  commercial 
section  of  Stockton  Street.  This  allows  access  to  the  important  local  shopping  district  north  of  Jackson 
Street  without  compounding  the  already  crowded  conditions.  In  addition,  the  9X-San  Bruno  express 
lines,  20-Columbus,  30-Stockton,  39-Coit,  41-Union,  and  45-Union/Stockton  bus  lines  will  continue  to 
serve  the  Telegraph  Hill  and  North  Beach  neighborhoods. 

AA-15 

See  Response  to  Comment  AA-8. 
AA-16 

The  individual  bus  stops  along  the  Central  Subway  corridor  were  not  shown  under  the  existing  transit 
conditions  as  the  ridership  analysis  is  not  done  at  that  level  of  detail.  In  general,  however,  the  bus  stops 
along  Stockton  Street  are  located  approximately  every  two  blocks.  The  ridership  on  all  of  the  surface  bus 
lines  along  the  Central  Subway  Corridor  would  decline  with  the  implementation  of  the  rail  project  as 
noted  in  Table  3-8,  page  3-37.  With  the  declining  ridership,  a  decline  in  passenger  activity  would  be 
expected  at  the  surface  bus  stops,  particularly  on  the  30-Stockton  and  45-Union/Stockton  lines,  when 
compared  to  Alternative  1,  No  Project/TSM.  Based  on  the  expected  reduction  in  passenger  demand  at  the 
surface  bus  stations,  a  detailed  impact  analysis  of  each  surface  bus  stop  was  not  required. 
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AA-17 

Pedestrian  counts  were  taken  in  April  and  June  2007  during  the  P.M.  peak  period. 
AA-18 

The  Central  Subway  Project,  which  is  an  underground  rail  operation,  would  not  be  expected  to  have  an 
adverse  impact  on  surface  street  operations  along  Stockton  Street  between  Washington  Street  and 
Columbus  Avenue.  A  level  of  service  analysis  was  conducted  only  for  the  segment  of  the  rail  line  where 
surface  operations  are  proposed. 

AA-19 

See  Response  to  Comment  AA-18  regarding  traffic  level  of  service  analysis  for  the  subway  corridor. 
Level  of  service  analysis  was  not  performed  for  the  construction  period  along  Stockton  Street  or 
Columbus  Avenue  because  changes  in  traffic  circulation  and  traffic  delays  that  are  likely  to  be 
experienced  during  the  construction  period  are  highly  episodic  in  nature  and  are  continually  changing  as 
the  construction  advances  and  therefore  do  not  lend  themselves  to  a  standard  level  of  service  analysis. 
The  construction  traffic  impacts  associated  with  the  build  alternatives  are  described  in  Section  6.3.2  of  the 
SEIS/SEIR. 

AA-20 

Text  amendments  are  made  in  Chapter  3.0,  Transportation  Analysis  and  Chapter  6.0,  Construction 
Methods,  Impacts,  and  Mitigations  to  elaborate  on  the  existing  freight  loading  conditions  along  Stockton 
Street  and  Columbus  Avenue. 

The  following  addition  of  text  pertaining  to  freight  loading  on  Stockton  Street  in  Union  Square  and 
Chinatown  is  added  as  new  third  and  fourth  paragraphs  following  the  second  paragraph,  page  3-24. 

"Stockton  Street  is  a  mix  of  on-street  metered  parking,  on-street  loading  zones,  and  bus 
zones.  In  some  blocks,  between  Market  and  Sutter  Street,  on-street  parking  and  loading 
has  been  removed  completely  to  accommodate  the  flow  of  traffic,  access  to  the  public 
parking  garages,  and  bus  stops.  The  on-street  loading  spaces  in  both  Union  Square  and 
Chinatown  are  important  to  servicing  the  adjacent  retailers  as  off-street  loading  docks  are 
limited. 

On  Columbus  Avenue,  between  Union  and  Powell  Streets,  there  are  no  off-street  loading 
spaces." 
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The  following  text  is  added  as  a  new  fifth  paragraph  following  the  fourth  paragraph,  page  6-39: 
"Construction  of  the  Union  Square/Market  Street  Station  would  impact  loading  and 
freight  activities  on  Stockton  Street  between  Sutter  and  Geary  Streets.  Loading  and 
freight  would  also  be  affected  on  Geary  Street  between  Market/Keamy  and  Stockton 
Streets  due  to  the  guideway  tunnel  construction.  Curb  parking  would  be  eliminated  along 
these  streets  during  various  stages  of  construction  to  accommodate  traffic  flow  around  the 
work  area  and  trucks  for  equipment  and  materials  delivery  and  spoils  removal. 

Freight  and  loading  activities  near  the  Chinatown  Station  would  be  impacted,  although 
the  direct  impacts  would  only  be  limited  to  the  east  side  of  Stockton  Street  between  Clay 
and  Sacramento  Streets.  The  demolition  of  the  existing  structures  and  construction  of  the 
new  station  head  house  at  this  location  would  require  curb  space  on  the  east  side  of 
Stockton  Street  to  accommodate  trucks  for  equipment  and  materials  delivery  and  spoils 
removal." 

The  following  text  is  added  as  new  paragraphs  following  the  second  paragraph,  page  6-40: 
"Construction  of  the  Union  Square/Market  Street  Station  would  impact  loading  and 
freight  activities  on  Stockton  Street  between  Post  and  Market  Streets  and  a  portion  of 
Ellis  Street  between  Stockton  and  Powell  Streets.  Curb  parking  would  be  eliminated 
along  these  streets  during  various  stages  of  construction  to  accommodate  traffic  flow 
around  the  work  area  and  trucks  for  equipment  and  materials  delivery  and  spoils  removal. 

Freight  and  loading  activities  near  the  Chinatown  Station  would  be  impacted,  although 
the  direct  impacts  would  only  be  confined  to  the  east  side  of  Stockton  Street  between 
Clay  and  Sacramento  Streets.  The  demolition  of  the  existing  structures  and  construction 
of  the  new  station  head  house  at  this  location  would  require  curb  space  on  the  east  side  of 
Stockton  Street  to  accommodate  trucks  for  equipment  and  materials  delivery  and  spoils 
removal. 

If  the  North  Beach  Tunnel  Construction  Variant  is  adopted,  construction  of  the  extraction 
shaft  on  Columbus  Avenue  between  Powell  and  Union  Streets  would  have  no  effect  on 
loading  and  freight  activities  as  there  are  no  loading  zones  on  this  block.  However, 
access  to  loading  and  freight  zones  on  Union  Street  between  Stockton  and  Powell  Streets 
and  on  Columbus  Avenue  between  Union  and  Stockton  Streets  may  be  impacted  due  to 
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restrictions  in  traffic  circulation  and  detours  in  the  area  for  the  duration  of  the  shaft 
construction." 

The  text  of  the  first  sentence,  fifth  paragraph  (Mitigation  Measures),  page  6-40  is  amended  as  follows: 

"Mitigation  measures  would  be  the  same  as  those  described  above  under  Alternative  23  A, 
except  as  noted  below  Union  Street  and  Columbus  Avenue  would  also  be  directly 
impacted  by  construction  and  would  require  converting  a  portion  of  curb  parking 
upstream  or  downstream  from  construction  site  to  loading  and  unloading  zones  for 
temporary  access  to  businesses.  DPT  will  work  with  the  property  and  business  owners 
on  Perry  and  Stillman  Streets  to  develop  temporary  detour  routes  for  traffic  to  maintain 
access  to  their  properties  throughout  the  construction  period.  " 

The  following  text  is  added  as  new  paragraphs  following  the  fifth  paragraph,  page  6-40: 

"Construction  of  the  Union  Square/Market  Street  Station  would  impact  loading  and 
fi'eight  activities  on  Stockton  Street  between  Geary  and  Ellis  Streets  and  a  portion  of  Ellis 
Street  between  Stockton  and  Powell  Streets  since  the  method  of  construction  used  would 
be  cut-and-cover.  As  described  in  Section  6.2.3,  the  installation  of  shoring  for  the 
platform  section  of  the  station  may  require  Stockton  Street  to  be  shut  down  to  traffic 
completely  for  a  period  of  six  to  eight  months.  In  addition,  the  installation  of  shoring  and 
decking  would  also  require  at  least  two  traffic  lanes  on  Stockton  Street  to  be  closed  for 
about  10  to  12  months.  During  these  stretches  of  construction  activity,  there  would  be  no 
access  to  the  loading  and  fi'eight  zones  on  Stockton  Street.  Ellis  Street  would  experience 
similar  impacts  to  loading  and  freight  as  it  would  be  reduced  to  one  traffic  lane  to 
accommodate  the  construction  staging  area. 

Freight  and  loading  activities  near  the  Chinatown  Station  would  be  temporarily  impacted, 
although  the  direct  impacts  would  only  be  confined  to  the  southwest  comer  of  Stockton 
and  Washington  Streets.  The  demolition  of  the  existing  structures  and  construction  of  the 
new  station  head  house  at  this  comer  would  require  curb  space  on  the  west  side  of 
Stockton  Street  and  the  south  side  of  Washington  Street  to  accommodate  tmcks. 

If  the  North  Beach  Tunnel  Constmction  Variant  is  adopted,  constmction  of  the  extraction 
shaft  on  Columbus  Avenue  between  Powell  and  Union  Streets  would  have  no  effect  on 
loading  and  freight  activities  as  there  are  no  loading  zones  on  this  block.  However, 
access  to  loading  and  freight  zones  on  Union  Street  between  Stockton  and  Powell  Streets 
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and  on  Columbus  Avenue  between  Union  and  Stockton  Streets  may  be  impacted  due  to 
restrictions  in  traffic  circulation  and  detours  in  the  area  for  the  duration  of  the  shaft 
construction." 

AA-21 

Lane  closures  for  six  months  in  the  middle  two  lanes  of  Columbus  Avenue  between  Union  Street  and 
Filbert  Street  would  not  affect  any  loading  areas  for  businesses.  This  block  of  Columbus  Avenue  is 
currently  used  as  bus  stops  for  the  15-Third,  45-Union  and  30-Stockton  and  does  not  include  on-street 
parking  or  loading.  Construction  of  the  TBM  retrieval  shaft  near  Washington  Square  Park  for  the  tunnel 
variant  would  require  the  temporary  (five  months)  relocation  of  bus  stops  for  the  30-Stockton  and  45- 
Union  lines.  Once  the  shaft  is  constructed  it  would  be  covered  and  travel  lanes  would  reopen. 

AA-22 

Parking  conditions  were  presented  for  the  blocks  in  which  the  project  had  the  potential  for  impacting 
parking  conditions.  The  loss  of  parking  for  each  alternative  is  described  in  Chapter  2.0.  The  permanent 
parking  loss  associated  with  the  project  is  summarized  on  Table  3-16,  page  3-60  and  described  on  pages 
3-58  to  3-64.  The  construction-related  parking  impacts  are  described  in  Section  6.3.4,  pages  6-41  through 
6-44  of  the  SEIS/SEIR.  Text  additions  are  recommended  as  part  of  the  staff  initiated  text  changes  (see 
Chapter  5.0,  Volume  II),  to  add  additional  parking  information  for  the  block  of  Stockton  Street,  between 
Washington  and  Jackson  Streets,  in  Chinatown.  This  block  would  lose  two  parking  spaces  under 
Alternative  3B,  to  accommodate  the  provision  of  emergency  stairs  as  described  at  the  bottom  of  page  2- 
45. 

AA-23 

See  Responses  AA-1,  AA-4,  and  AA-12.  The  Study  Area,  Affected  Environment,  and  project  boundary 
at  Stockton  and  Jackson  Street  is  consistent  with  the  study  area  in  the  Third  Street  Light  Rail  Project  Final 
EIS/EIR,  which  includes  the  Phase  2,  Central  Subway.  Population  and  employment  in  the  broader 
service  area  for  the  subway  project  has  been  considered  in  the  analysis  on  pages  4-25  to  4-27  of  the 
SEIS/SEIR. 

AA-24 

See  Response  to  Comment  1-3.  The  CAG  has  recommended  the  addition  of  a  representative  from  the 
North  Beach  area  and  SFMTA  is  in  the  process  of  soliciting  that  representation. 

AA-25 
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See  Response  to  Comment  AA-1  for  history  of  the  project  and  the  1995  Four  Corridor  Plan.  Page  4-13 
clearly  points  out  that  the  Bayshore  Corridor  (Third  Street)  had  the  highest  priority  for  implementation 
and  use  of  Proposition  B  revenues.  The  Van  Ness  and  Geary  corridors  were  to  follow  the  Third  Street 
LRT  project  for  funding  and  implementation.  The  North  Beach  corridor  would  follow  the  Van  Ness 
Avenue  and  Geary  Street  corridor  in  terms  of  priority,  according  to  the  Four  Corridor  Plan.  The  Central 
Subway  is  the  second  phase  of  the  Third  Street  Light  Rail  Project,  and  is  therefore  consistent  with  the 
funding  priorities. 

AA-26 

See  Response  to  comment  1-5.  The  purpose  and  need  of  the  Central  Subway  Project  is  not  specifically 
relevant  to  the  Port's  Waterfront  Land  Use  Plan  goal  of  reuniting  the  city  with  the  waterfront.  Reference 
to  the  Waterfront  Land  Use  Plan  was  included  because  it  covers  The  Embarcadero  Corridor  (Alternative 
1,  No  Project/TSM)  and  extends  to  Third  and  King  Streets,  which  is  relevant  to  the  general  study  area. 
The  fact  that  the  Central  Subway  Project  does  not  actively  promote  access  to  the  waterfront  does  not 
invalidate  it  as  an  important  or  viable  project  for  the  city.  The  transportation  goals  of  the  Waterfront 
Land  Use  Plan  are  being  achieved  through  other  projects  such  as  the  F-line,  which  was  implemented  as 
part  of  the  improvements  to  The  Embarcadero  Corridor. 

AA-27 

See  Response  to  Comments  1-5  and  AA-26.  The  Northeastern  Waterfront  Plan  boundaries,  like  those  of 
the  Waterfront  Land  Use  Plan,  cover  The  Embarcadero  Corridor  (Alternative  1,  No  Project/TSM)  and 
extend  west  to  Third  and  King  Streets,  which  is  within  the  project  study  area.  The  purpose  and  need  of 
the  Central  Subway  Project  is  not  directly  related  to  enhancing  access  to  the  city's  waterfront;  however, 
this  does  not  invalidate  the  importance  or  viability  of  the  project. 

AA-28 

The  extension  of  the  TBM  extraction  tunnel  into  North  Beach  could  facilitate  a  possible  future  connection 
to  North  Beach.  As  noted  in  Responses  to  Comments  AA-10  and  AA-25,  rail  service  in  the  North  Beach 
corridor  would  be  subject  to  an  independent  study  and  environmental  review  as  the  project  has  not 
advanced  to  the  design  stage  at  this  time.  The  1995  Four  Corridor  Plan  calls  for  improvements  in  the 
North  Beach  Corridor  after  improvements  in  the  Van  Ness  Avenue  and  Geary  Street  corridors. 


Central  Subway  Project  Final  SEIS/SEIR  -  Volume  II 


3-111 


3.0:  WRITTEN  COMMENTS  AND  RESPONSES 


AA-29 

The  Central  Subway  Project  would  provide  direct  transit  connections  between  the  AT&T  Ballpark, 
Moscone  Convention  Center,  Union  Square,  and  Chinatown.  These  destinations  are  among  the  most 
popular  tourist  attractions  in  the  city.  In  addition,  the  project  would  provide  a  direct  connection  to  the 
Powell  Street  BART/Muni  Metro  station,  which  would  expand  the  potential  connections  to  other  parts  of 
the  city  and  the  region.  By  enhancing  these  connections,  the  project  would  promote  ease  of  access  to 
popular  tourist  destinations.  See  Section  4.1.1,  page  4-1  for  a  description  of  General  Plan  Elements.  It  is 
up  to  decision-makers  to  decide  if  the  project  is  consistent  with  the  General  Plan. 

AA-30 

The  Central  Subway  Project  does  not  directly  address  transit  improvements  to  east-west  links.  It  is 
focused  more  on  improving  the  transit  connections  between  the  northeastern  and  southeast  parts  of  the 
city,  particularly  between  Visitacion  Valley  and  Chinatown  and  the  Bayview/Hunters  Point  and  the  South 
of  Market  and  Downtown  employment  centers.  The  Central  Subway  Project  is  consistent  with  Objective 
7,  Transportation,  of  the  Area  Plan  for  Chinatown  and,  specifically,  Policy  7.2  to  make  Muni  routes 
reflective  of,  and  responsive  to,  Chinatown  ridership,  evidenced  by  the  over  crowding  of  the  45  and  30 
buses  along  Stockton  Street. 

AA-31 

A  substantive  analysis  of  potential  impacts  from  both  construction  and  operation  of  the  Central  Subway 
Project  is  included  in  the  SEIS/SEIR,  Section  5.0  Environmental  Consequences  and  Section  6.0 
Construction  Methods,  Impacts,  and  Mitigation.  Both  FTA  and  San  Francisco  noise  limits  for 
construction  are  described  on  page  4-124.  Dust  during  construction  is  discussed  on  page  6-110  and  noise 
impacts  are  discussed  on  page  6-115.  Significant  impacts  and  mitigation  measures  are  summarized  in  the 
Executive  Summary  and  also  in  Section  7.0  CEQA  Considerations.  Standard  mitigation  measures  are 
typical  for  an  environmental  document  at  this  level  of  project  design  and  engineering.  A  Mitigation 
Monitoring  and  Reporting  Program  has  been  included  in  the  Final  SEIS/SEIR  as  Appendix  I  and  includes 
daily  monitoring  of  air  quality,  noise,  and  vibration  to  make  sure  that  FTA  and  City  thresholds  are  met. 
Detailed  dust  and  noise/vibration  control  measures  would  be  developed  during  the  next  phase  of  design 
and  engineering  and  would  be  reflected  in  construction  documents. 

AA-32 

Pedestrian  and  vehicle  access  to  businesses  will  be  maintained  during  construction  of  the  Central  Subway 
Project.  Temporary  disruption  during  station  excavation  to  traffic  and  parking  and  loading  areas  in  the 
Downtown  (Union  Square  area  along  Stockton  Street)  and  in  Chinatown  along  Stockton  Street  between 
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Clay  and  Jackson  Streets  has  been  described  in  the  SEIS/SEIR  (Section  6.3.2).  Measures  to  minimize 
transportation  impacts  are  described  on  pages  6-39  and  6-41.  The  economic  impacts  of  such  disruption 
on  businesses  during  the  construction  period  have  not  been  specifically  quantified  as  business  activity  is 
related  to  a  number  of  factors  including  general  economic  conditions  and  evolving  consumer  demand  that 
are  not  related  to  the  implementation  of  the  Central  Subway  Project  and  are  difficult  to  project  at  an 
individual  business  level. 

Spoils  from  tunneling  for  the  subway  will  be  trucked  out  at  the  southern  portal  to  the  tunnel  (along  Fourth 
Street,  south  of  the  1-80  Freeway)  to  minimize  impacts  to  the  Downtown,  Chinatown  and  North  Beach 
commercial  businesses.  SFMTA  will  provide  advance  notices  to  businesses  and  neighborhoods  on  the 
schedule  for  construction  activities,  and  will  be  responsive  to  any  complaints  regarding  business 
disruption. 

AA-33 

A  detailed  construction  management  plan  addressing  street  closures,  transit  route  changes,  truck  haul 
routes,  and  a  public  outreach  component  are  generally  developed  as  part  of  the  final  design  phase  of  a 
project  and  are  included  in  the  construction  documents.  Construction  management  plans  are  not 
developed  as  part  of  the  environmental  impact  assessment  prior  to  actual  selection  of  a  project.  Sections 
6.3.1  and  6.3.2  of  the  SEIS/SEIR  do,  however,  provide  a  general  description  of  the  expected  transit  and 
traffic  construction-related  impacts.  Mitigation  for  expected  impacts  are  described  in  Section  6.3, 
Construction  Impacts  and  Mitigation  Measures  for  Transportation. 

AA-34 

The  potential  transit  detour  routes  have  not  yet  been  identified,  however,  the  intent  would  be  to  minimize 
the  out  of  direction  travel  from  the  existing  bus  corridor  if  a  detour  is  required,  therefore  such  detours  are 
likely  to  fall  within  the  study  area  boundaries.  The  potential  traffic  detour  routes  are  identified  in 
Appendix  E  of  the  SEIS/SEIR.  If  traffic  is  temporarily  diverted  to  other  streets,  then  the  traffic  level  on 
the  detour  routes  would  temporarily  increase.  As  noted  on  page  6-37  of  the  Draft  SEIS/SEIR,  the 
SFMTA  would  develop  temporary  transportation  system  management  measures,  such  as  addition  of  turn 
lanes  at  key  intersections,  conversion  of  parking  lanes  to  peak  period  travel  lanes,  and  traffic  control 
officers,  for  these  detour  routes  to  minimize  the  adverse  impacts. 
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AA-35 

The  Columbus  Avenue  Tunnel  Boring  Machine  (TBM)  excavation  shaft  would  not  be  used  for  general 
tunnel  and  station  excavation  materials  removal.  The  TBM  tunnel  excavated  materials  removal  would 
occur  at  the  south  end  of  the  tunnel,  under  the  1-80  Freeway.  As  stated  on  page  6-25  of  the  SEIS/SEIR, 
the  shaft  on  Columbus  Avenue  would  only  be  used  for  removal  of  soils  related  to  the  excavation  of  the 
shaft  itself,  which  is  anticipated  to  result  in  about  5  truck  trips  a  day  over  a  six-month  period.  Removal  of 
the  TBM(s),  which  is  expected  to  take  up  to  one  week,  would  also  occur  at  this  location.  The  removal 
would  require  cranes  to  lift  the  TBM  and  trucks  to  haul  the  parts  away.  There  are  no  plans  to  stage  any 
construction  materials  in  Washington  Square.  One  lane  of  traffic  would  be  closed  for  six  months  during 
excavation  along  Columbus  Avenue.  Mitigation  measures,  as  outlined  on  page  6-58  of  the  SEIS/SEIR, 
would  be  put  in  place  to  minimize  disruption  to  the  park  during  the  construction  period. 

The  following  text  is  added  to  the  end  of  the  second  paragraph,  page  6-25  and  the  end  of  the  third 
paragraph  on  page  6-32. 

"An  estimated  3,200  cubic  yards  of  spoils  would  be  removed  at  the  retrieval  shaft  on 
Columbus  Avenue  resulting  in  an  estimated  five  truck  trips  per  day  during  the  six-month 
long  excavation  period.  Approximately  20  truck  trips  would  be  required  to  remove  the 
tunnel  boring  machines." 

AA-36 

Several  of  the  SEIS/SEIR  sections  clearly  define  the  sensitive  receptors  along  the  corridor  that  could  be 
affected  by  proposed  project  activities  for  impacts  related  to  noise  and  vibration,  air  quality,  and  park 
land.  Public  and  community  facilities,  including  churches,  parks,  schools  and  museums  are  identified  in 
Table  4-7,  page  4-37.  Each  of  these  is  considered  a  potential  sensitive  receptor.  For  example,  ambient  air 
quality  standards  are  designed  to  protect  segments  of  the  population  most  susceptible  to  the  pollutants' 
adverse  effects,  or  sensitive  receptors  that  include  the  very  young,  the  elderly,  people  weak  from  disease 
or  illness,  or  persons  doing  heavy  work  or  exercise.  Sensitive  receptors  for  air  quality  analysis  include: 
Yerba  Buena  Center,  Union  Square,  Gordon  Lau  Elementary  School  playground,  Willie  "Woo  Woo" 
Wong  Playground,  and  Washington  Square  Park,  (page  4-1 12  and  page  4-120,  Air  Quahty  Section  4.1 1). 
In  addition,  residential  areas  are  considered  to  be  sensitive  receptors. 

For  noise,  sensitive  land  uses  are  grouped  into  three  categories,  with  associated  impact  criteria,  (page  4- 
127).  Section  4.12.3  on  page  4-130  defines  the  sensitive  receptors  along  the  corridor  where  monitoring 
was  performed  to  establish  a  baseline  for  impact  analysis.    Measures  to  minimize  or  mitigate  dust 
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emissions  and  noise  and  vibration  impacts  are  described  on  pages  6-111  for  air  quality,  and  6-117  for 
noise. 

Information  for  socioeconomic  characteristics  is  presented  in  Section  4.2  of  the  SEIS/SEIR.  In  terms  of 
Environmental  Justice  and  potential  impacts  to  minority  and/or  low-income  populations  refer  to  Tables  4- 
1,  Population,  Race,  Hispanic  Origin  and  Age:  2000;  Table  4-2,  Housing  Characteristics:  2000,  and  Table 
4-3,  Resident  Employment  Characteristics  by  Segment:  2000.  These  tables  compare  the  characteristics  of 
the  Central  Subway  and  the  North  Beach  Construction  Variant  corridors  against  the  City  as  a  whole.  For 
example,  the  population  along  the  North  Beach  Construction  Variant  corridor  is  73  percent  Asian, 
compared  to  40  percent  for  the  overall  Central  Subway  Corridor,  and  31  percent  citywide.  The 
population  also  tends  to  be  older,  26  percent  over  the  age  of  65,  compared  to  17  percent  in  the  Central 
Subway  Corridor  and  14  percent  citywide.  Ninety-three  percent  of  the  30,910  housing  units  along  the 
Central  Subway  corridor  are  in  buildings  with  more  than  5  units,  compared  with  72  percent  along  the 
North  Beach  Construction  Variant  Corridor  and  44  percent  citywide. 

Table  4-4  shows  the  economic  characteristics  for  the  Central  Subway,  with  23  percent  of  the  households 
below  the  poverty  level,  compared  with  19  percent  along  the  North  Beach  Construction  Variant,  and  11 
percent  citywide.  The  same  table  shows  that  72  percent  of  the  households  in  the  Central  Subway 
Corridor  did  not  own  an  automobile  in  2000,  compared  with  34  percent  in  the  North  Beach  Construction 
Variant  Corridor,  and  29  percent  citywide.  These  statistics  define  the  demographics  for  the  analysis  of 
impacts  to  populations  along  the  Central  Subway  Project  Corridor  for  the  project  alternatives  and  for  the 
analysis  of  temporary  construction-related  impacts  for  the  North  Beach  Construction  Variant  associated 
with  removing  the  Tunnel  Boring  Machine. 

Section  5.2.3  Envirormiental  Justice  Findings  for  the  implementation  of  the  Central  Subway  Project  states 
that  the  project  would  provide  direct  mobility  benefits  to  all  of  the  neighborhoods  traversed  by  the 
project.  These  benefits  would  be  equitably  shared  across  communities  and  various  demographic  groups. 
The  project  is  intended  to  provide  a  long-term  improvement  in  transit  mobility  and  accessibility  in  the 
Study  Area,  and  adverse  impacts  do  not  unduly  impact  any  one  neighborhood  or  socioeconomic  group, 
except  for  residential  and  business  displacement  in  the  predominantly  minority  and  low-income 
Chinatown,  where  mitigation  through  relocation  assistance  would  be  required.  Section  6.5.3  on  page  6-54 
describes  the  Envirormiental  Justice  Findings  for  construction  of  the  project,  and  states  that  "construction 
impacts,  including  traffic  disruption,  loss  of  on-street  parking,  noise,  and  dust  would  occur  along  the 
entire  alignment,  primarily  in  the  areas  around  the  timnel  portals  and  stations.  These  temporary  impacts 
would  not  disproportionably  impact  low-income  populations  or  neighborhoods." 
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AA-37 

Measures  to  avoid  adverse  effects  caused  by  the  presence  of  hazardous  materials  during  construction  are 
required  by  Article  20  of  the  San  Francisco  Municipal  Code,  administered  by  the  Department  of  Public 
Health.  Mitigation  measures  include:  preparation  of  a  Site  History  Report;  collection  and  analysis  of  soil 
samples  in  accordance  with  an  approved  work  plan;  preparation  of  a  Soils  Analysis  Report;  and 
preparation  of  a  Site  Mitigation  Report  (page  6-101  of  the  SEIS/SEIR). 

Mitigation  measures  for  construction  of  the  North  Beach  Construction  Variant,  including  removal  of  soils 
and  groundwater  for  the  shaft  in  the  middle  of  Columbus  Avenue  and  the  removal  of  the  TBM,  are 
described  on  page  6-108  of  the  SEIS/SEIR  and  would  comply  with  Article  20  to  avoid  adverse  effects 
caused  by  the  presence  of  hazardous  materials. 

AA-38 

Based  on  recent  transit  tunneling  projects,  such  as  the  Metro  Red  line  Project  in  Los  Angeles,  the  removal 
of  the  TBM  at  the  extraction  shaft  in  the  middle  of  Columbus  Avenue  would  be  less-than-significant 
because  the  tunneling  machine  would  be  turned  off  and  partially  dismantled  underground  prior  to  being 
lifted  out  of  the  shaft  by  a  crane  to  load  unto  a  truck.  The  process  of  extraction  of  the  TBM  would  take  a 
week  and  would  result  in  less-than-significant  impacts  due  to  the  limited,  temporary  duration. 

AA-39 

An  estimated  3,200  cubic  yards  of  spoils  would  be  generated  from  construction  of  the  TBM  retrieval  shaft 
in  the  middle  two  lanes  of  Columbus  Avenue.  Spoils  would  be  hauled  off-site  for  permanent  disposal  in 
an  estimated  five  truck  trips  per  day  over  the  six  month  excavation  period  for  the  construction  shaft. 
Spoils  from  the  tunneling  of  the  construction  tunnel  would  be  transported  in  mine  trucks  back  through  the 
tunnel  to  the  portal  south  of  Market  Street  near  Perry  Street  for  disposal  (pages  6-25  and  6-32  of  the 
SEIS/SEIR). 

See  Response  to  Comment  AA-35  for  proposed  new  text  for  the  SEIS/SEIR  regarding  the  North  Beach 
Construction  Variant. 

AA-40 

Emergency  vehicle  access  during  construction  is  described  on  page  6-45  and  6-46  (Section  6.3.7  of  the 
SEIS/SEIR).  Contractors  would  be  required  to  submit  a  site  specific  emergency  access  response  plan  as 
part  of  compliance  with  bid  specifications.  The  plan  would  include  fire  department  and  emergency 
services  access  to  construction  areas,  maintainability  of  emergency  services  such  as  fire  hydrants,  and 
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demobilization  of  plant  and  equipment  impacting  access  to  adjacent  properties  and  buildings  (see  page  6- 
46  of  the  SEIS/SEIR). 

AA-41 

See  Responses  AA-3  and  AA-7  for  clarification  of  de  minimis  findings  for  impacts  to  Section  4(f) 
resources.  On  August  10,  2005,  Section  6009(a)  of  the  Safe,  Accountable,  Flexible,  Efficient 
Transportation  Equity  Act:  A  Legacy  for  Users  (SAFETEA-LU),  Pub.  L.  109-59  amended  existing 
Section  4(f)  legislation  in  Section  138  of  Title  23  and  Section  303  of  Title  49,  US  Code.  Under  the  new 
provisions,  once  the  US  DOT  determines  that  a  transportation  use  of  Section  4(f)  property  results  in  a  de 
minimis  impact,  analysis  of  avoidance  alternatives  are  not  required  and  the  Section  4(f)  evaluation 
process  is  complete.  The  Recreation  and  Park  Commission  concurred  with  the  de  minimis  finding  for 
Union  Square  and  Washington  Square  Park  on  February  21,  2008. 

AA-42 

Mitigation  measures  for  historical  archaeological  resources  are  detailed  on  pages  6-6 Ito  6-67  of  the 
SEIS/SEIR.  As  stated  on  page  6-69,  "the  TMB  Retrieval  Pit  is  moderately  sensitive  for  the  presence  of 
historical  archaeological  park  remains  (1840s- 1873)."  The  mitigation  measures  outlined  in  the  SEIS/SEIR 
will  also  be  part  of  an  updated  Programmatic  Agreement  among  the  California  State  Historic  Preservation 
Officer,  the  Federal  Transit  Administration,  and  the  Advisory  Council  on  Historic  Preservation.  The 
Programmatic  Agreement  details  the  requirements  for  supplemental  archival  research,  field  methods  and 
procedures  to  be  followed  if  archaeological  resources  are  encoimtered  during  construction,  archaeological 
monitoring  during  construction,  and  the  treatment  of  discovered  resources  (see  Appendix  C  of  the 
SEIS/SEIR).  Pre-testing  by  a  qualified  archaeologist  at  the  TMB  extraction  shaft  prior  to  construction 
would  be  part  of  the  Programmatic  Agreement,  and  curation  of  any  artifacts  discovered  during  the  pre- 
testing or  monitored  excavation  activities  would  be  documented  in  the  Final  Archaeological  Resources 
Report  (FARR),  which  would  be  distributed  to  the  Northwest  Information  Center  and  to  the  San 
Francisco  Plaiming  Department. 

Small  street  trees  in  the  median  of  Columbus  Avenue  would  be  removed  for  construction  of  the  TMB 
retrieval  shaft  and  would  be  replaced  at  a  1:1  ratio.  These  trees  do  not  meet  the  Department  of  Public 
Works  definition  of  "Significant  Trees"  protected  under  Department  of  Public  Works  Code  Section  8.02- 
8.11.  No  trees  within  Washington  Square  Park  would  be  removed  or  impacted.  A  Certified  arborist 
would  be  present  during  construction  of  the  retrieval  shaft  to  monitor  protection  of  tree  roots  during 
excavation  (see  Section  6.12  Biological  and  Wetland  Resources,  page  6-99). 


Central  Subway  Project  Final  SEIS/SEIR  -  Volume  II 


3-117 


3.0:  WRITTEN  COMMENTS  AND  RESPONSES 


AA-43 

SFMTA  is  unaware  of  any  'unimproved'  lot  at  Stockton  and  Clay  Streets  in  Chinatown.  Willie  "Woo 
Woo"  Wong  Playground,  a  park  under  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Recreation  and  Parks  Department  located  to 
the  east  of  Stockton  Street  on  Clay  Street  along  with  park  access  routes  on  Hang  Ah  Alley  (dedicated 
park  land)  and  Pagoda  Place,  would  not  be  a  viable  location  for  a  subway  station. 

AA-44 

Returning  Stockton  Street,  the  busiest  commercial  street  in  Chinatown,  to  a  streetcar-only  street  is  not  a 
feasible  option,  as  parking,  loading,  emergency  access,  and  Muni  bus  operations  are  already  dominant 
uses  of  the  street.  See  Response  to  Comment  I-l  for  discussion  of  surface  operations.  See  also  Project 
Development  History,  Section  2.4,  page  2-52,  for  a  detailed  description  of  alternatives  considered  and 
screened  from  further  analysis  in  the  SEIS/SEIR.  The  extension  of  the  hght  rail  hne  to  Fisherman's 
Wharf  is  beyond  the  scope  of  this  project  as  outlined  in  Response  to  Comment  AA-1. 

Chinatown  has  been  very  supportive  of  the  subway  project  from  the  begirming  of  the  Third  Street  Light 
Rail  Project  EIS/EIR  over  ten  years  ago.  The  majority  of  representatives  of  the  Chinatown  community 
spoke  in  support  of  the  project  at  the  Pubic  Hearing  before  the  Planning  Commission  on  November  15, 
2007. 

No  significant  impacts  to  Washington  Square  have  been  identified  in  the  SEIS/SEIR. 
AA-45 

The  affected  environment  and  alternatives  analyzed  in  the  SEIS/SEIR  are  consistent  with  the  certified 
Final  EIS/EIR  (1998)  for  the  Third  Street  Light  Rail  Project,  which  includes  the  Phase  2,  Central  Subway. 
Improving  mobility  and  transit  deficiencies  connecting  the  southeastern  part  of  the  City  (Bayview, 
Visitacion  Valley  and  Mission  Bay)  with  Downtown  and  Chinatown,  and  with  regional  transit  systems 
(BART,  Caltrain)  has  been  an  objective  of  the  Third  Street  Light  Rail  project  since  the  1993  original 
Bayshore  Transit  Study  and  the  1995  Four  Corridor  Plan  were  completed.  The  project  goals  of 
improved  transit  service  and  reliability  for  transit-dependant  populations  along  the  Third  Street  Light  Rail 
(T-Line)  and  the  Central  Subway  Corridor  have  not  changed.  This  SEIS/SEIR  updates  the  information 
for  the  affected  environment  to  meet  the  2030  planning  horizon.  The  analysis  of  impacts  is  consistent 
with  the  needs  statement  and  study  area  affected  by  the  alternatives  for  the  Central  Subway  Project. 

The  alternatives  analyzed  in  this  SEIS/SEIR  resulted  from  changes  to  the  subway  portion  of  the  light  rail 
project  (Phase  2)  since  1998.  These  changes  respond  to  input  from  the  CAG  and  revisions  by  SFMTA  to 
incorporate  updated  design  standards,  design  features  responding  to  new  policies,  and  project  cost 


Central  Subway  Project  Final  SEIS/SEIR  -  Vofume  II 


3-118 


3.0:  WRITTEN  COMMENTS  AND  RESPONSES 


savings.  The  changes  include:  a  closed  barrier  fare  system;  updated  fire  and  safety  requirements  requiring 
relocation  of  the  vent  shafts  from  within  the  streets  to  above  ground  adjacent  buildings;  development  of  a 
more  direct  route  under  Fourth  Street  facilitated  by  a  deeper  crossing  under  the  BART  tube;  use  of  off- 
street/sidewalk  access  to  stations;  and  use  of  a  tunnel  boring  machine  for  construction  (with  a  possible 
extension  of  the  tunnel  for  purposes  of  extracting  the  TBM  at  Columbus  Avenue).  For  the  SEIS/SEIR  the 
planning  horizon  year  was  also  extended  from  2015  to  2030.  The  history  of  the  alternatives  considered 
and  the  changes  to  the  original  subway  portion  of  the  project  is  documented  in  Section  2.4  Project 
Development  History,  page  2-52  to  2-62.  This  section  addresses  the  range  of  reasonable  alternatives  and 
provides  rationale  for  eliminating  some  alternatives  from  further  analysis. 

The  alternatives  included  in  the  SEIS/SEIR  were  endorsed  by  FTA,  the  federal  lead  agency  with  authority 
for  NEPA  compliance,  and  the  Plaiming  Department's  Major  Environmental  Analysis  (MEA)  section  has 
concurred  with  the  range  of  alternatives  for  CEQA  purposes. 

AA-46 

The  terminus  of  the  Third  Street  Light  Rail  Project  (which  included  the  Phase  2  Central  Subway  Project) 
was  established  at  Jackson  Street  in  Chinatown  in  the  1998  EIS/EIR.  The  Notice  of  Preparation  for  the 
Central  Subway  Project,  dated  September  20,  2006  defined  the  "terminus  of  the  subway  project  in  the 
vicinity  of  Stockton  and  Jackson  Streets  in  Chinatown".  And  public  scoping  for  the  SEIS/SEIR  defined 
the  terminus  for  the  alternatives  as  Jackson  Street  in  Chinatown. 

The  SEIS/SEIR  includes  relevant  affected  envirormient  information  and  impact  analysis  for  the  project 
along  Stockton  Street,  north  of  Jackson  Street,  to  Columbus  Avenue,  the  area  potentially  affected  by  the 
construction  of  the  North  Beach  Construction  Variant  for  retrieval  of  the  TBM.  Information  for  the 
affected  envirormient  is  included  in  Section  4.0  Affected  Environment  for  each  of  the  environmental 
disciplines  and  impacts  and  mitigation  measures  for  the  North  Beach  Construction  Variant  are  included  in 
Section  6.0  Construction  Methods,  Impacts  and  Mitigation  Measures  as  noted  below:  socioeconomic 
impacts  related  to  the  easement  under  a  parcel  at  1455  Stockton  Street  (pages  6-53  and  6-54);  community 
facility  impacts  related  to  Washington  Square  Park  (page  6-58);  archaeological  impacts  (pages  6-68  to  6- 
70);  historic  property  impacts  (pages  6-77  and  6-81);  visual  impacts  (page  6-84);  biological  impacts  on 
street  trees  (page  6-99);  and  air  quality  impacts  (page  6-1 13). 

AA-47 

A  Draft  Mitigation  Monitoring  and  Reporting  Program  (MMRP)  is  included  in  Appendix  I  of  the  Final 
SEIS/SEIR.  The  MMRP  provides  details  on  how  impacts  would  be  monitored  and  mitigation  measures 
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would  be  implemented.  The  MMRP  will  become  part  of  the  Conditions  of  Approval  for  the  project  and  it 
will  be  the  responsibility  of  SFMTA  to  provide  progress  reports  to  the  Planning  Department  during  the 
construction  of  the  project. 

A  representative  from  North  Beach  is  being  sought  for  the  CAG.  The  Telegraph  Hill  Dwellers  is  part  of 
the  list  of  community  organizations  that  routinely  receives  project  newsletters  and  updates  on  the  project 
and  will  continue  to  do  so. 


Central  Subway  Project  Final  SEIS/SEIR  -  Volume  II 


3-120 


3.0:  WRITTEN  COMMENTS  AND  RESPONSES 


Letter  AB 


8  A  R  T 


SAW  FRAWCISCO  E.m  AREA  HAPID  TRiiSIf  OiSTi 

(510!  m-mm 


2007 


mtmm 


fcccjiibei  10.2001 
Ms.  Bil  VS>..k.' 

Acjiiigl..'!".  j'l  lUL-nial  ki.-Mc','..  Ufficc^ 
SlUi  Fwrics'^t.'  I'l.iM  11  !'  i  ii ))nirrii*.ii1 
i650M^^^i.'Il  Slur;  S"iuli:4(l0 


1 


Ml 


ISf  [)IS?^£5 

Jiitl  K*iir 

:?liPi!ElltT 

Cir3lrWydAjt9n 
Z£i)>il  lice 
ThsmisM.  SM^Oi 


lames  Fang 

«TH  wsriscr 


RE;     Ceatriil  Siinway  Draft  Sii|splefta«istiil  EBvireHniental  impaci  Slatemciiti' 
Dcm  Mr.  Wyclio: 

"Ibis  IcItiKr  piwidcs  the  etimmcats  of  Ihe  Sm  Francisco  Bay  Arai  Rapid  Transit  D^saict 
C'BART')  am  the  Oc:iD::!cr  2007  Draft  S^iiriplcrncnta!  BKvir<:>s5nici«!i!  Impact  Stsilement/ 
Supp!li50«ital  Enviroiiniental  Impact  Report  ("DSEISSEIR"';!  for  tho  C&iUsA  Subway  Prqicet 

HA"i  I   .ipp-Les:iii.\  ".he  (if\M%av\'f  lo  provide  tii£'*s:  t.Oirtinc:itN  on  the  reisti  ■!!  ^i.h^'^.i^ 

•iilh'.t.ii  li  I!  inrii.;!^^  tiir  lis!"  pih^u  irKi  h^slh  1t;!J  s^i  s\ 'vV«^  Khi'Vif  li.M  n  ii'"-  lif  fliK 
|Xiit  'iiii  snip.'.,  r  iis^ i.'Ai.  j  nt  iiuf  t^'irmi'jH:^.  bdu'.v  n'.s'.  iic  .i^^il?:'  m6  a^ori.k-d  r  nrfig^iU<d 
?hn"ii^b  <!i/ss.'  ujns!:li  ia« "  'vf-Awri  MTA  3r«l  if       ilnmi?!  flu  i'j:ivirun"twii\ii  r\nR'\>' 

pioc  I'^s.,  ilwft  iliiTHK  'ht  i\\'Acn  JiiH  run '.rriH  i:nn  pks^i'  "if  thv  l'rnux;i    punVr  anAlyi,jj,  .m4 

niisied  in  thtjsc  '^i->miifi«7i,t"'<  'n'ltki  m  Uci^  he  ih.ir  ^rtniilKan'  Nev(,n}!<:le'-.s,  wferc  •ii.ciil.-.hlc 
jtilurnij-.Jt'ii  iiu1scvi:c:*  pii.4ci:ia!h  s.gciiti>:anc  JiTipactr.  .uv  iN,,yc^  diat  areij^^l  rc^.'ivL-il  Ji  ii.ig  the 
cnviriunieij^u.!  revi**''^  pji>j.-^i,  ami  remans  potm'uU}  ^riLnjJkaii^  hlici:!J  be  uk.iu',',  Iciijcd  atid 
^ppciprtalclv  tiddicTAcd  inihc  i'tnal  SLIS.  SL!R. 


AB-1 


In  addition  wnh  thi^  iJilcinRiaauJi  inLliufcJ  m  the  Final  SI  IS  ^FIK  BAR  f  nsid  MTA  wtU  be? 
bcttD!  j^.i'^i  ti,  iwlA  !  « I  f  i  s !  I  i}if(  HUL-J  di  is^i ,  cniKciiiiin!.  il  t  i.\\.u  -..tt  CfaMditiatiwi  atid 
agr^em^Jibs  ih^i  .ull  die  the  Po%^ell  S  icc-r  St-alun  be  irtl!..'-*.  .i-- .ni  nlcu-.al  pau  oi  ihc 
Tro\cU  l.iidci  AJrei  li%>c  1  iiplK-ii>  A  anJ  whidi  at^  .c-pt^t iL^ui  alcd  a>  the 
I ot^ilV  Ptcttoix-^d  AlKn.ab^e  i  I  i'A  >  lad  iht  \K.Mr\d  I  P  \  .DM  U  s]  |R  p  :  n  '  Ml  \ 
pTOp<>iL,  !<.«  iiKKiitj  the  pmiouslv  .u^pi.<\e<i  '  enljni  S\ib^.ij  L^Mlllp•tcilt  of  ilk  I  hnd  Sticct 
I  iv.bl  T?,iil  ?i.  jt-u  ^\  uni  /)  MClin^  oi>i  st^ii.in  «al1)ti  iliaii  t"»s\i  tn  servo  I  he  Ihiinsi 
Sijurfie  M.st  i .  *-''L..i  i,i>.  ip  "  ■'  1^'* 
i.i«nncd  I  .    !    U  \iM  M  I  \ 

iin\  ;\[  l!u-:  :!UM  !!!'.vt-!r>!  KOitlSr  eiltr»Oi:e  0n  SlOf-ktWI 

xi,>!:iri!>  I'lnvsll  S1iih;I  Sistkir)  porUlk  10  p^jvitle 
*;M(5f  d!ri.:iy'>ri  ;.hkI  ^gr^'cnicBls  bclwiecn  MlA  and 
I^AK  I'  str!Kl4ifes,  pRi|xrly  and  ofxraHt^Jss.  ui 


anil  1  !!'  Si 

J .  t  i  X   b  sr  , 


'  1        l-,   .It  lilt.  I''  UX,il  Vllttl  ^I.Mh'U  UssM^l 


AB-2 


Oidn  ti  .Kt  iUiiniH^at,  buli  .i.      j^uua  Ji  d  *'p«.i  it  u.i  nj  itio  I'roiiev?       is  ciiln..il  tlur  lie 


IMts%  (Acmm  indi*; ataJ,  all  page  rctef^tK^ss  »eio  DSI:IS<'SEili 


Central  Subway  Project  Final  SEIS/SEIR  -  Volume  II 


3-121 


3.0:  WRITTEN  COMMENTS  AND  RESPONSES 


|5T0pnse<l  iii1cr<:onne€iioti  tiKiw-tJcn  our  syslctiis  vnmk  (sffectiveJy  for  botli  agcticie^  mid  for  the 
public. 

In  t\m  1%h1,  wc  nale  that  BART  p^viouslv  rcijuestcd  to  he  iit^i^mlnd  ;i$  a  ■"Tesptmsibk 
ji.^ii^)  "  under  the  ClattfoTina  Biivironmcntal  Quatit>'  Aci  <"CHQA'  )  and  a  "coof^CJfatin[.;  iig-eiKy' 
nmkt  the  National  Fiw^rc-nmifnul  Policy  A^-t  {'  NEPA"),  In  MlA's  August  2-^,  2007  icil^r  So 
BART,  it  5.uggcs[C4l  lim  BARl  shaiild  not  he  deupmui  as  a  rcspon?^iblc  agency  betuius?'  "'the 
cicUon  ihat  MJi\  m^th  horn  BAR  I  is  akin  l<i  an  i?ncri>ac.hmcnl  permit  fsuch  m  CafTians  giants 
when  woiJ;  i^  pk?rfurmt'=d  on  their  proixrty?'  Givvn  Uie  latcgiiitcd  functiivji  of  Ihe  FinvcJJ  Street 
SEali<)n  fi>j  both  systems,  and  the  nefid  for  m  iigr«*cment  tor  inlcnsjfied  joint  use  of  the  illation  lO 
be  appiinyd  by  the  BAR  I  Bdaid  of  PirfxUars.  belicx^  it  is  iitiictiinalf.  to  conskicr  BART'$ 
role  in  iSii  l*jijjccl  as  limited  iu  ^  niinisrfTiul  adKm,  equivaleiu  ic')  issiuinii  an  ejici<>achmc3it 
pci  mit 

Comment  1  -  J'raje-et  Deseeriplion,  The  DSJiIS.'SEilR  d>f'e<i  «ui  acknoxv^educ  that  tbe  PrCy^ci 
vvill  fuic^ssitats'  physical  i:}iAsig*:,>  lo  the  c>:i«-tiiig  ciivirfinatKisii  al  iJii?  J'owcli  Sijeet  Statiusi, 
fesoltmg  m  |>otentijilly  Siiiyiirnr^iul  eiiviroiimeistiil  impadji  As;  noted  above,  the  ctiit^jtl,  ti^sign 
fur  Aktmiative  3  ie3ic<i  iijx>ri  tint;  existing  portals  at  the  I'lnvt-ll  Surest  Station  to  prv.vid<;  primary 
Hirrriice-lo-stibway  j)edc!^rri;jn  nccess  to  the  new  Uiii<^ii  SquitieAlariiict  Street  Siatioti  (p,  2-31). 
The  tsiniuted  Wcs^lidiiy  Ri^dersliip  projcctinris  m  the  DSHlS/iSfilR  predict  that  heivvtien  ilZ.OfK) 
and  JS.OOO  pa^sfcrJgtir^  mi\  use  the  Cerjttiil  Subway  Union  Squai^c/Markel  Slieel  Station  by 
2O30.  (p-  1-3^  {Tabic  l^-'>))."  The  p?t.ipo!!ied  addiliori  nf  ibesve  addilioij;tl  pa-ss^'tigcrs  fcquir*^?^ 
physical  iikridificalioiis  to  the  existing  P€i\v«W  Street  Mlation  in  owiet  to  ifiert-asc  ns  capacity, 
with  riasnriijbK  fori'^secabk  euvironinetital  consequences  both  duiiing  construction  and  lo-jsg 
tearni.  If  mtxiifkations  aie  tK^  incorporated  m  the  Projeci  Descnplmn,  they  will  not  be 
'•ele^^iied"  in  the  DSHIS  SEIR  pmc^.si.  and  ivould  have  to  be  adidrocscd  in  a  siippleoiii2nt(il 
enviioaniental  document. 

MlA's  project  tc&m  a]i|ie^rs  ti^  reccgiiizc  this  mm,  rsllhiMugh  it  is  not  addr4»«>fe<J  in  \hc 
DSFJS.'SHIR.  Fot  cxampie,  in  a  NovatiKi  29,  204)7  meetuig  at  the  Central  5sul>v.isy  Pro|ecl 
Office,  M  \  :\  staff  noted  that  1h<?  elevator  closest  to  tlw;  Project  fncar  the  Apple:  Smv-  I'ntnincc) 
would  likely  have  to  bo  replaced  to  acconiO^od^le  llw  addiljon^rl  patrons,  m  vv^ll  m  \o  address 
potential  Americans.  Viiili  Disuhililies  Act  ('*Af)/i.''}  cocnplinncc  issue*.  Similarly,  at  a 
fJcc^mbsr  5,  2O07  mfiKiitig  at  the  Central  Subway  Project  Office,  MTA  statT  fKi*^nl«d  a  design 
concept  for  w  icteuog  ibt?  Appk":  Store  encriinct^  m  a  way  Co  solve  capacit)-  problems,  as  tlie 
exi*1ing  entrance  siriirs  tnighl  not  be  adequate  for  l^rojccl  needs.  At  the  l>cicri?ibtr  5  meeting, 
the  ppojctt  tt:arl!i  also  indicated  that  Ml  A  would  likely  need  aecfc^^s  to  Ofee  existini;  slTcet-ia-. 
C03i€ourse  ekvator  clos^rst  to  the  Apple  Srof<;  entrance,  and  lh.al  tUi.^  fel«v.:iiur  mjglit  have  tji  l>s; 
mo^icd  for  ADA  purposes  becati;-^\  in  wvcnt  the  BART  Station  h  ulost^d  but  tlic  Cennal 
Subway  h  open,  pa.sscagei>  vvould  me4  la  mess  the  Ccntial  Subw.iiy  Sla(::on  from  the  i^^xillj 
eijd.  The  project  team  also  ncjled  it  riiHy  be  ncc^esaary  to  ckne  the  Apple  Stcsrc  entrariee  for  an 
<\mi6Kd  fXTicxI  of  time  to  help  fiieililate  the  canstructson  of  ibt;  Central  Snbwia;^  Staiio»o  box 


'     a  c-anifjajison.  on  an  i«vcra|,e  w'cckday  ai  iMaber  lM'^  tticrc  were  akniti  %4.^t\  Erip$  {i?ntric5  and 
exits)  m  B.\R  t  ai  PciwkI?  Sweel  Station 
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BART  ^iip^j^iils  MTA^s  cfTurt^  tfi  ideiinh  iinJ  (0*<ulve  siahori  capacity  issues.  However,  tJic 
pr<ip»x^<;d  ivoluiion-j  c^uiii  Cv!iaisi|,e  ibt  •\.:ivii.^:n:i£-ilj|  f^-.»ipriiil"  of  Ihc  I'l e  ject  in  piirXiz^Ui^ihi 
pcHonual  lraiispurl<ihLn>  impacts  pnilrHv-U'^?  vIikhpc:  i.ijf  Ihe  Apple  Store  cii'riincc  r1u/»ng 
consmiclien.  IJrmt  ab^cnu'  fiom  ihe  0Sri)5>.'Sr:lR  k-avus  iIk  pTintci  DchCtipiieii  .md, 
acciirdincly,  the  nnpact  analy&ls  ind  proposed  Ktitigalicn  mcasiitrs.  inoiimplcle  Nut  ?!rc  Ih.-vf' 
^oncL-ins  legaidinu,  sl.mon  capacity  and  snlrastiii^lurc  limited  rc"  the  ^tfcclK  'M.  ihu  Apyk  Mur^ 
«fiUiarice  a.^  proposed  b>  MTA  slnJT  The  DSF.IS  STIR  c^astains  no  ar.alyiis  ccMicOTung  tlic 
curr^'nl  osjvietty  thv?  exiNiin?  Viiv^fcll  Strcfi  S?r:tifin  portals  (iiL  .'^jiucwav^  and  conconries,  or 
Vfh<!\h^t  f^iiVfvW  "^.h^-'ti  M;nion  f^iri  a£c>>i^iii[:>diii£  f^iii  pinj  ...sliI  .jdJitii>jia,l  capacily  wiihouC 
physical  incxlifjculjojss  WiOidu?  iJib  iiifomiuliyrj,  Ji  n  OnthM  ivIiAI  physfisil  i^KidHlcHLins  m 
the  S't^stion  will  ho  jc!]iiire(l,  vthkh  :-.-iJ:l  R'snli  i-i  pnSU'irirtlh  ■  ii^iiificiHii  eavi(.3nmcii1ii1  impacts; 
<iTid  requiriui?  7Tii''i^;-i''iti5  K^'i^'Tiht  lrx-.,  snl  rjrns  ihe  cispsiLii",  iHsucfs,  inus!  he  ibuntl  i'os  ilif 
Pr<yecl  t^i  pToci^'H  -iri'!  U  is  ri<?i.t.';ni;KiHiy  tn-if  s£iK;;di!:L,  \\tr.c  ^i.  I ij  1:1115  wrudd  lesuk  jn  «;kj'i£ndL"d 
"«nvirc]im'?a1al  l>xHpriji("  wMiipuied  ihM  u(  ihv  curi^ii  I'jojt^er  r^tviFijifuMi,  irscludus^  hut  iioc 
llnul;:^d  to  die  redcsijus  a(  the  ejilranciisi  y^^diHi^rksl  r-HaiJiiiurs.  and  u^ir-wtll^,  irspi^  vi-d  cSi.'i.rtioi 
accc.^is:  addiaonal  iind'nr  jclccal^d  lickei  Jin^n>.:hin<?:j  vm\  f-trc  ^'<i\i"--i  ^^'d^^^5^rl  i'l"  li  i  i-fULr.il  la;,  .mi 
cif  the  coiicmiTsc  ure-a  to  prx^piTly  HccnmjTi<;''Lti1i"  fzK  Mcrtvisud  ;"^nd  .^^l^;^f"^^  pjis.sji^ifg'sjr  Oow ,  M>\ 
ikMYipliaiic^:  rcqLurciiicnts.;  iii:>d  iKipro'»  ej^ieiii.MO  ihy  stalioji  ^ciiliklwn  bystan/ 

if  aisalysis  oi' Ihcse  issues  is  dclei^cd  until  lilter  the  I'Eral  SHiy'iillR  cumi'letc^j.  ur.d  that 
Analysis  r^.^ult-s  in  pliysical  incxIiJkalinnis  to  die  Powell  Street  Stiiii:u>ii  that  iiie  nc-l  inix^rpnnilod 
in  the  Pr<^jeet  Dt^ic^jpEso:!.  tlicn  a  ^.uppLmcn^al  eTLvifXM5nscnla.l  dDcuraeml  'Ax-nld  be  nee^eJ  Ui 
■eVnSlnLjjle  my  irnp^iCl-i  i3ss(.^L,;itcd    iili  th<x-,c  mtsdificaiioaig. 

Com  men  1;  2  Iinpacfs  im  Tr^UKSit-  Iht  DSP.IS.'SFTR.  an^iK^is  idp^iblle  Is&imt  itiip^ict.s  does 
jilM  iriciud«c!  fln^il>sibs  of  the  pi\ij*v:E'-i  j^fsiei'Tisil  imfBUi  ^ui  B.aRT  >v2rvLC£.  Sixlion  ~  i  L 
<lescijbcs  the  "affeClcd  uiviioiinwnr  as  irKuiiliiif  i2«^i\Tii5,j?  public  Eran^ii  auiid  jtcoj^nizes  the 
intcTconiifciiviiy  K-ivv»xii;  MTA  imd  BARI,  (p,  '^-!")  Tfii'^^v^r,  in  the 
L>SPJS*SI.IH.  iiiiiilv^t^isj  nnly  the  Pr'Dje^;i''-s  ipi|-'.!fi;ts  e\isririg  MtA  <!t!vies>  and  dncs  nnc 
nicntsoti  BART.  ojaii-sion  is  of  concan  lu  BARI     Bus^rit  <mi  thv  pr-oj^cU'd  jideHiip 

nunibcjs  BARl  lyi»  he^ji  provided,  die  I'rDjwi:  will  ivsiill  in  imi  ^snrnsdi^d  L'^^iH"!  :i<idit3i!:i,3l 
daily  traii5.i:er:i  10  i3AR"3  from  MTA  by  203(1 4it  F(.nt'cll  "Street  SlHlion  Thu  p<^H'n'i*d  irnp.-iii  isf 
tbi-s  aJd^ti-^iml  ridcrship  mi  HART  sm'k^.;  m%m  bt:  imalyml. 

M  appcaHTS  that  iie  oimmioji  of  liART  fiom  the  tandl  impart  analysis  ^;cMil,nsvei3t5  11w  Cilv's 
own  CEQA  SigjiLOcaiic*  Crimim.  Por  the  ImpiKl  CatcgiOiy  "Truiisit  Sefviy:e  md  Aa:!f;s^ibi,lily": 


TIse  profcci  wo-iild  have  eitfeci  «n.  tlie  cravjrsnmesnl  :if  it  wo«ild  C4iiis«! 
sMbstaiitlal  inesase  in  liaiiKit  dcnumd  liiirl  ccaiUi  not  he  iKranimcxiaied 
Ijy-  ad5iae«i;t:  iraiisJl  citpaeity,  r<soiting  in  uiMcccptabie  levels  of  transit 
serVLSi^  flr  eamM  a,  subsiantial  increase  in  dele's  or  opet aliiig  casts  such 


V'*;  titfx  h^i  Ltiuii-  i^i  pto.^^sitii^  imlcJirsy  pctend-^l  impacts  on  e.^i^ciiig  tuition  cjipavir.-  jtid  cro\uiioK 
in  trivsricinitnLii,  tcucu  oi  i  .-ji  .  I  pIu|..■^l^  I'syf  e>!.in^p]c,  in  dic  IHN  r'iM\      for  Kc^v  YoTk'^r^ 
.^^s;cuiJ  .'\\esiLi.-  SiRs^vav  PiuiCLi  Gisij'UT  5LV  pp  f'B-l^    5B- IH  inp;n  t^  of  d:^-  pro;?ct  oji  si.siinn 
•:ji/'.idmfi,  u'rt.ic  cxitii'.ixcJy  icvicwcd,  inclfeling  an.ilyq's  of  <'rtr<>n\«?s  nod  i.'>:k  ^%lu^  n«;?.'k?.iTy 
iiii|!-tus.cinciiri  (UKiudsn^  AUA  .iiiprivi'0[Kj}|l>3i)  lh;«r  -.vnidd  rewilr  S« 
kl£:J. '"-'ICs MlUiVd} v%,.tpi vm-tS^'y^-^'I'm-  h\M 
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that  ^ignjrn;<liil  iMivisn*  impacls  in  transit  service  levels  muM  t^i,n[i  (p 

¥m  ill*  Impact  Calcgor>  '  Pcdctiiriaa^": 

The  pic^jfcr  would  h^ve  ^  stcnificant  ciicct  m  the  enviionnieBt  if  it 
\vinil<3  m^v]i  m  siibsl<inlia1  overcrowding  CMi  pnhhi^  m^ewMks,  cjcale 
jfXttejjlialiy  ha^iirdous  conditions  fat  pedcstriaoi,  or  iuhc;rv.'ise  jntcrfcrc 
with  pedestrian  accessibility  lf>  the  .site  arid  4Ktjoinirig  ar«ias.  (/d) 

fi.t^ii\  im  ihc  inforaiatMn  cunejitly  available,  ii  app^urs  that  five  ProjoDt  eoiiU  isicct  or  exe^d 
ihc-s*-  sigJufiKince-  criteria  hi  the  ahf*cjiic  nf  jsitnlysiis:  (kmonstrating  inlirerwisc,  it  appears  likely 
\hm  ihv  pix^po-sed  1  "^,000-plus  iivciiras>c  in  riders  in  m6  arouiid  Ihi:  Powx^U  Street  Stati^^n  anijiot 
bt?  sc'vomrncdalrd  bv  the  ii.xisling  .^laiioji  Ciipaci^j  wlihoul  signitKant  slatioar  impiovcmeoiv. 
may  well  result  in  a  suhstanlijal  irii^rease  in  ciperatirig  ccists.  as.  well  as  creating  pcMenlisslly 
hij/ardous  ccindition.s  fi>j  fx^destrijiu^^  resulting  from  ovejcrowdiE|?  and.-'on  iiisufljci^iM  jmnT^ii-m 
lor  citicrgcjicics.  .Aecnjtiirniaiitjng  JI'/JOO  additional  trarisfeis  fuxn  M  l  A  \o  BART  at  the 
Pcwcll  Street  station  Lxnild  alsii  have  &  signiSicatit  adverse  imjjaet  m  irmmi  service  levels. 
Under  th*;  City'-a  c-.wti  gi.ijdclines.  tJicsc  analyses  and  sigsiiflcaTte^  tlMiynfiiitiJlions,  and  if 
ncccvs^ry  iiiili^fiiioH  mcasares,  art  riiqujrcd  tin  iraiisit  mpm^  ici  gcntTul  juit  just  tor  those  on 
MTA. 


Cointrtciil  3  -  C«itstruc<i»n-Peii<MJ  Impact.*  on  Transit  St-rvicc.  Sctvk^  jtiteiiuplic/iJi  during 
tonsSn^liivn.  as  well  as  m  the  Kine  lerrn,  h  poUinliiiliy  stgniiicant  impact  tkal  irnisi  1?^ 
4iiuijy£cd.  As  not*e<i  abovn^  the  Proj«er  cmi\4  iix|inre  pDDtracied  ctosiuc  of  ai  least  cni6  Pov<.v)] 
Syjixi  yiation  cntra^iiee  and  rfiiomiin^  of  |>4iss4;ngcT  access  dnrine  ecmsti iu:f ic^n.  DSEB/SEIR 
docs  not  analyze  an\  i3ri]>.-jci^^  including  potential  entrance  eli>»uie«5,  resulting,  frt-ni  ntxcssanr' 
mi)dificatlDn.s  to  tlie  Powtll  Slrsr^jt  Station-  (§§6.3.1,  6. .5.5).  Moreover,  the  l^ojecl  rccpiiies 
MI  A  to  here  new  tiiunels  on  BAKI  prcpcrts'  beneath  B.4RT\4  active  Miirb^l  SlJ<;et  trackway. 
Itowcver.  tht;  DSEIJv''Sf;lft  does  not  analy?^  whcilkij  iht  pnifLso^jed  KinneUng  wtjuld  require 
BAR  r  to  interrij[f«  serv'ite^  tw  require  the  Pciwdl  Street  Station  tn  be  <:k>s<!d  for  a  penod  of^tnnc, 
oj  (il  eojsdnelsd  late  al  nighl)  would  disrupt  B.ART  njaiiir^iuou:^;  activilics.  In  a  letter  dated 
Octohei  1,  2(M)?,  C<;jnial  bubway  Pr^igtam  Manages  Mm  Fufi^hi  ^>Uilc;d  that  MIA  "will 
nii?ig3te  consiruetion-relalcd  impacts  to  BART  ridcss  Durijuj  dt^sign.  (Ml  AJ  will  work  with 
B.ART  ti)  d^:vi^li»p  public  outnca-di  and  othei  piogtams  nj  mit]g^^te  the  impact  to  riders."  We 
apprecuiit:  rhi^;  piupusal  iind  request  thst  it  he  includtxl  in  ibe  ^^iscussio^n  of  mitigation  iVieasuies 
lor  tutislruction-relatcd  transit  ii«pae1.^,  whkh  currently  provides  mitig^bon  onl>'  inipactv  on 
MIA  sm-ice.  (|  6.3 J,  pp.  6-54  -  60S), 

Comment  4  -  Impiicis  on  .Safely.  A$  indscatwi  in  Appendix  G,  Section  Vn(g)  of  the  CWA 
Ciuick' lines  (14  Cal.  Cad&  Re^%.  §  l>0#0  ef  st^q  },  a  potentiaJly  signiSlcant  iinpati  may  occur  if  a 
prcjcct  T-vnuld  "inif^.iir  isrritlcmenfation  of  or  physically  inieifeic  wiib  im  ad<)ptfd  emergency 
respciii^  phm  tr)iLrgi.;ncy  "^vaciiaticm  pkn."'  BART  and  MT.-\  huxx  an  adopti^d  hmcigency 
Plan  ibi  the  Powi?ll  Slrcxft  Stiiiian.  last  update^!  in  Jun^-  7m6,  Im  llie-  DSEIS.'SBJR  decs  not  lake 
this  a.iijeeniKnt  mti}  acc<.Hint  Ihe  additiu^  and  conntetjoji  <^f  ilie  Cenlnil  Subway  station  box  to 
slic  existing  PcwkII  Street  Station  could  impede  evacoalion  m*}  bkcly  increase  the  overall 
evaicuation  linic  iwm  the  l^ciweil  Sheet  Statinn  in  evtjjit  of  «mer^fncy.  Since  this  issue  lia.s  is.ni 
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yet  hccn  aualy^jcdj  it  is  nol  ck^r  lum  eviicuaCcd  passengers  imm  te  Cmtml  i&ubway  StMmm 
araa  will  aiicfutim-^datel  within  the  exisliiin  Fowe:]]  SItcdI  Slalioi  i  oomplex  in  the  ev^nl  of  an 
6itisjrp!3K:y.  Ilw  inip^v:t  'i.m  sufcfy  jT<Mii  iijfcjfeasiwg  Bntr)il>€r  of  i^sseogeis  wilhiii  tlie  siiMi^i 
comple-x,  p«mk:wlarly  dtiiing  peak  fwriods,  mm*  'H  2«talyz*4  in  Ojrtl«r  to  iM&mim  vth^m  isrsy 
significant  impacts  will  rcsiill:  from  ihc  Projcci  md  v^&^h<ii  railigftlion  mlin^lirfes  swell  m 
improvement?,  to  the  Powell  Sliee?  Station's  vcitical  circttklioji,  platfonn  "widliis,  lightrag, 
vejitiLatsoii  syslcsns,  Jlrc  Kupprc^&sion  systems  and  waytlndmg.  might  be  m&smry  to  ensure 
safety  dui  inci  cniergcncy  ■iitujitions-^ 

CwniiinMit  5  ~  Jni|i««r«s  on  S«rvki*,  Wkije  tfit  DSEK'^ETE  ajial],'^es;  tlie  Pioj-cct's  pcstemtial 
iippact$  On  I*{iH<ie,  Fjie  .iri<t  F.fiief|i,*ii£:y  Services  (|  5.J.1>,  k  again  Ibcuses  salclv  on  impacts  to 
MTA  facilities  iuf^d  do*2S  nftt  consi^t^p  Ite  Piciiecf.s  iftipacts  ck  the  BAET  staticm  or  jaint  uso 
ar^S  of  ?iiw<:]|  SfTcei  StiitioiH,  III  psarlicular,  the  DS-f-'TS/SFTR  fp.  5-15)  states  that  ''Misni 
pr<vv  jdts  its  ?:*!eijriiy  <^fil4;er4,  wlw  ^tc-uld  r^^jk'nd  to  Aafi^ty  iMeidents  m  the  irarisil  s>^tc3ini." 
Ik^wev!?!^  BAKT'!j  uwn  si?'t:uiity  uffii?^*r^  lir*  responiil^ls  for  ie?i|)oridi«g  to  Incidents  rn  the 
BART  syyitMii  To  the  tixteiil  i)i;il  Ppi>jset  r^^^Mhs  in  inereiKed  passsnge?  tiaiTic  m,  dis4:^issed 
cib<"«ve.  beyond  areiis  piitroil«;d  by  MTA  SBCwrky,  iJm?.  iinpatl  is  cifs't  iiitiited  its  %1w  BSEWSEW. 
impUfs. 

Comment  6  -  Hydmltif^  Impacts.  As  the  DSEIS/SHK  icm'^mms,  ^jxisibig  inflow  uf 
groiindvvatcr  at  tJie  Powell  Street  Stadoii  is  a  sjgnifk^mt  etivirOTm&ntiil  prebbiii,  and  trt'Dslnieiit 
of  this  issue  vvill  reqttiTe  spKial  design  coii!sideratkjns.  {|  fi.ll.i,  p.  f>'^6).  RAW  cajrcaitly 
pumps  hundreds  -of  Itiomsainds  of  gallcaas  of  w^ter  o%il  o-f  the  Pinwll  Sirwl  Stsititm  cm  »  disily 
ina&is..  [i  tlic  l^rojeel  iniedkres  with  this  -vvatei  flcw^  ftoodiJig  eeiatd  te«uit.  In  addition,  water 
aceiiiBniiitiiig  beneii^li  BAR  F's*  >iCaliori  box  cmild  cause  scouring  and  saigisig  of  tlic  BART  box. 
Kevv  inpijig  or  diaiAa^e  ractlilics  tn&y  be  jeqtiired  to  addiess  this  issue.  Tlie  installation  ol  sweh 
f»wJiiies  h  m  mhM  m  the  picjcct  Desctijrtion  aaiif  may  itself  Cisnse  iinpctys  (sec  cei«iJitc«l  2 
above)  Mr.  Fiioghi's  Ocifjiher  2DD7  kiiei  slates  tliai  MI  A  will  design  lUe  Central  Siibway 
5jiaiiOii  ^Ift  tJf>l  iiftei^iase  llie  h^ig^l  of  fllie-fs^istlrii  Powell  Slieei  '$\Mmm  itTOndwat^r  taiblnf'  ari<l 
"will  d^v^lop  iiie&s:i^r$^.  $oc1^  US  li<iri?4iot:d  ii)>  alkiw  lrar$iis|  gmsosdwatei  How'"  past  ihe^ 

slal3tm.  Apin,  w^;.  iippr<X3ai«  ihis  propuS:U,  '.imi  r^<|iie-s!  tlm.  it  l>§  lueh^ded  in  ili*^  P3I-.iS-<'$ElR  to 
avoid  cxr  miligal?;  Ui'^  hy^jrx>b.gy  mipfm%~ 

C«>miin^nl  ?  ~  IMmnlms  MmUtM^  ImpmM,  Tha  DSE1S/?^E[R  (p|)^  4-105  -  -i'liO^  $airv*^ 
esivin'-ifiiii^jiuji  tsontAminatiCKn  In  smi  and  grciiintiitviiier,  hul  4i)^$  nm  mate  jM-filicsri  of  lisz^r-do^s 
maleriais  pr't'sesot  in  thie  PcBvell  8i;itioo  slrudiMts^i.    lire  ^onstTiictioti  ioapset  Analysis 

focuses  mamly  on  poteiiliiiii  i!!fxpc>s:iire  of  site  worter s  eontLiminaUan  in  m'\h  mid  groi,iiidw'at«s;r 
fl  6.0>  aid  only  'briefly  acbiowl^HJges  ihc  ■  possibility  of  <?ncoiiJil«rijig  "unaEiiicip:tUHt 
snbsmftice  stracltiies  conlainiog  hMOnhm  inalmais  itsch  a;*  unefcfpx>und  pip<;inies'*^/ci^,  p.  6« 
LOtf).  1  ht'  Powell  Street  SlatiOE  was  part  of  the  origmsil  H  AR'i'  «in:4tnKi  ii>ii,  Given  tht?  age  i.if 
the  fecitity,  to  tiie  extent  the  Ptqiect  iie^oires-  nwdificaoari  io  the  tsisisug  station  v>'d.h  and 
Mr^Mitmm.  fineluding,  ccuBtmi&tion  of  the  coniiecti^)n  lo  the  new  Pioject  staticjnX  it  can  be 
Imtieiptated  that:  toiislrnction  wosfkers  will  cnemiiiter,  aiid  ne^d  to  be  appropriately  piolected 


.•^pia/tlic-  SKmi  Av^nu*  Subway  FT'lS,  pp  5B~M  providBS  an  cNaippjc  nf  -ip^rapriatc 
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from,  hascafdmis  iiuikTLals^.  tii  paiticnilar,  i1  is  likely  that  an  a&bcsios  ahiateiiiierir  ^jui^r-'iisi  vvc.u3tl 
need  10  Iv  itnpli'JiKfRtcd.  In  ijtystkiri,  sigjiifit-ujit  increase  m  ihc  jnuutl^et  of  fK^ttCHi.<  using  ?he 
I'ouell  Slrt'tt  Slath^n  will  ii^rMse  iIk  aaibicn^  station  tcjtii^ciatiire,  pL>k;cili<ii3ly  lo  a  degi^c  £iiat 
WfjyJil  require  I3.'\RT  io  ac!ivaF.e  ics  mechatsically  diivcri.  il^iiiun-couling.  ventiUtion  sy:<,tem, 
iiiKC  Ihe  Project  diws  tuM  include  an  addiiioiial  v^snibtion  syslcni  to  add) ess  the  lejuperrihin? 
increase.  I  k^  DART  veiitilatii>ii  sysi^rn  was  also  pm  of  the  onginal  BART  coMlinttiun  amd, 
again,  ashcstiis  4ibatcment  may  be  r^qiihed 


AB-11 
Cont. 


I 
I 
I 
I 


Tliank  you  for  c^jnsicksrjrig  BART's  comments.  Please  feel  free  to  coill^iet  Manarjne  Payiic  al  I 
5l<^464-6140  if  you  tequm  further  mfoniiatian  oi  have  aov  iju«istioii  or  conctjriia. 

^         1/  1 


D45rtuliyT!Mi||e«  '^'•^  I 

Gcncial  Managw 

Cc;  I 

BART  Executive  Masiiig^ST*!  ' 
N«iih.an]cl  P.  Foid,  Sr  .  JvFMTA,  General  Managci 

Leslie  Rogers,  FTA>  Admmtstrator  I 

Sl«vc  HeiJiinsJiirr,  hfld  Executive  Dipcctor  | 
Jose  Luit  Moscavicli.  Sf  Cl  A,  Lxecutive  Direcioi 

Marianne  Payti«,  BART,  Dcpartmcni  Managei  of  Ptumiing  ■ 

John  Fun^^ii,  SFM  l  A.  Project  Msnag^n  1 
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SAIU  FRANCISCO  BAY  AREA  RAPID  TRANSIT  DISTRICT 

300  Lakeside  Drive,  P.O.  Box  12688 
Oal<land,  CA  94604-2688 
(510)  464-6000 


May  1, 2008 


Mr.  William  Neilson,  PE 
Principal  Engineer 
Central  Subway  Project  Office 
821  Howard  Street,  2"^"  Floor 
San  Francisco,  CA  94103 

Re:  Central  Subway  Draft  Supplemental  Environmental  Impact 
Statement/Supplemental  Environmental  Impact  Report 

Dear  Mr.  Neilson: 

On  December  10,  2007,  BART  provided  written  comments  to  San  Francisco 
Municipal  Transit  Authority  ("MTA")  concerning  the  Central  Subway  Draft 
Supplemental  Environmental  Impact  Statement/Supplemental  Environmental 
Impact  Report  ("DSEIS/SEIR").  In  its  conmient  letter,  BART  noted  that,  based 
on  the  available  information  in  the  DSEIS/SEIR,  several  potentially  significant 
impacts  could  result  from  the  project,  in  particular  related  to  impacts  on  transit 
(both  operational  and  construction  related),  public  safety,  public  services  (police, 
fire  and  emergency),  hydrology  and  hazardous  materials.  Since  submitting  its 
comment  letter,  BART  has  undertaken  a  capacity  study  for  the  Powell  Street 
Station  and  a  study  of  construction  impacts  of  the  MTA  Central  Subway 
structures  on  existing  BART  facilities  in  order  to  gather  additional  information 
regarding  BART's  stated  concerns  and  the  identified  potentially  significant 
environmental  impacts.  As  part  of  BART's  ongoing  effort  to  cooperate  with 
MTA  in  order  to  resolve  these  issues,  BART  submits  this  letter  sharing  and 
discussing  some  of  the  initial  findings  fi^om  the  construction  impact  study  based 
on  the  Draft  Market  Street  Crossing  Modehng  Work  Plan,  dated  March  13,  2008, 
and  various  PowerPoint  presentations  given  to  BART  staff  by  MTA  between 
March  2007  and  March  2008. 

1  In  general  the  assessment  methodology  and  analyses  methods  used  by  MTA 
are  in-line  with  accepted  industry  practice.  A  ground  loss  of  0.5%  should  be 
achievable  with  an  EPB  TBM,  and  we  note  that  MTA  has  also  undertaken  a 
sensitivity  analysis  up  to  1%. 

2  The  method  used  to  assess  settlements  was  initially  developed  specifically  for 
calculating  settlements  at  the  ground  surface.  An  extension  of  that  theory  has 
been  developed  that  allows  the  trough  width  factors,  etc.  to  be  adjusted  to 
take  into  account  the  assessment  of  settlement  for  an  underground  structure 
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such  as  B ART'S  tunnels.  However,  where  the  object  causing  settlement  (MTA's  tunnels)  is 
very  close  to  the  structure  being  assessed  (BART's  tunnels),  the  equations  used  in  the 
empirical  calculations  tend  to  lose  some  accuracy.  As  there  is  only  5  feet  between  the  MTA 
and  BART  tunnels,  has  MTA  considered  this  effect  at  all  in  its  assessment  methodology? 

3  Whilst  the  previous  experience  of  building  the  MTA  tunnels  above  the  BART  tunnels  (MTA 
Metro  Turnback)  is  useful,  we  note  that  in  that  instance  the  MTA  tunnels  were  above  the 
BART  facilities.  We  would  expect  this  current  situation  with  the  MTA  tunnels  being  below 
the  BART  tunnels  to  have  potentially  greater  impact  and  ground  movements, 

4  MTA's  report  outlining  the  assessment  of  impact  on  the  BART  tunnels,  dated  February  4, 
2005,  seems  to  be  based  on  a  vertical  separation  of  10  feet.  The  more  recent  presentation  to 
BART  indicated  that  it  could  be  as  low  as  5  feet.  Will  MTA  please  clarify? 

5  MTA  proposes  grouting  as  a  means  of  mitigating  settlements.  Given  that  there  is  only  a  5- 
foot  clearance  between  MTA  and  BART  tunnels,  how  will  MTA  ensure  that  the  grouting 
process  itself  does  not  impact  the  BART  tunnels? 

6  Will  MTA  provide  relevant  extracts  (i.e.  at  the  location  in  question)  from  its  geotech  report 
so  that  we  can  make  our  own  assessment  of  the  validity  of  trough  width  factors  and  other 
parameters  used  in  the  MTA  assessment?  Without  geotechnical  information  it  is  very 
difficult  for  BART  to  provide  informed  comment. 

7  Will  MTA  provide  details  of  the  proposed  depth/excavation  dimensions,  and  construction 
method  for  the  new  station/station  entrance  close  to  Powell  Street  Station?  Without  this  it  is 
difficult  to  comment  on  the  impact  of  the  construction  on  the  BART  facility. 

8  Figure  4. 1  of  the  MTA  report  indicates  future  analyses  that  they  propose  to  undertake.  What 
future  analyses  does  MTA  propose  for  the  BART  tunnels,  and  when  will  that  be  undertaken? 

9  MTA's  settlement  assessment  looked  at  the  impact  of  various  combinations  for  MTA  tunnel 
spacing,  and  vertical  separation  between  the  MTA  and  BART  tunnels.  How  much  latitude 
will  MTA's  alignment  criteria  actually  give  MTA  to  move  the  alignment,  i.e.  is  this 
sensitivity  analysis  just  a  "theoretical"  exercise,  or  is  there  actually  a  possibility  that  the 
MTA  alignment  could  be  lowered  a  little,  or  the  tunnels  separated  further,  in  order  to  reduce 
settlements?  Also,  will  MTA  confirm  the  current  spacing  of  its  tunnels  and  vertical 
separation  to  BART  tunnels  based  on  its  most  up-to-date  alignment? 

10  Actual  field  measurements  and  not  as-builts  must  be  used  for  Monitoring  Program  of  BART 
tunnels  at  the  MTA  crossing. 

11  A  high-resolution  "point  cloud"  cross-sectional  clearance  measurements  will  need  to  be 
made,  well  in  advance  of  any  construction,  to  determine  existing  clearance  conditions  and 
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again  after  the  completion  of  construction.  This  can  be  used  to  determine  what  tunnel 
correctional  variances  are  acceptable.  Extentiomoter  measurements  can  then  be  used  to 
monitor  during  construction.  This  survey  should  extend  at-least  200'  on  each  side  of  the 
areas  being  crossed. 

12  An  actual  site  survey  of  top  of  rail  and  alignment,  on  both  rails  of  both  tracks,  at  15.5' 
intervals  will  need  to  be  performed.  Two  base  line  measurements,  taken  at  least  one  week 
apart  should  be  done  ahead  of  construction.  Monitoring  at  least  weekly  beginning  when 
tunnel  excavation  activities  are  within  100'  of  the  BART  tunnel,  if  movement  exceeding  1/4" 
is  detected  then  the  inspections  shall  be  daily,  until  the  movement  within  a  1-week  period  is 
less  than  1/4".  This  survey  should  extend  at-least  200'  on  each  side  of  the  areas  being 
crossed.  If  the  62'  chord  mid-ordinate  deflection  for  alignment  or  surface  exceeds  1/2"  then 
construction  activities  shall  be  halted  until  such  time  as  a  mitigation  plan  can  be  developed. 
The  cord  mid-ordinate  can  be  determined  for  the  survey  data.  For  example  if  the  15.5' 
stations  are  identified  as: 

A-0' 
B-15.5' 
C-31' 
D  -  46.5 
E  -  62' 

The  62'  Mid  Ordinate  can  be  determined  by  the  following:  The  62;'  Chord  Mid  Ordinate  at 
C  =  ((A+B)/2)-C. 

o   The  survey  system  can  be  local,  a  tie  in  to  bench  marks  is  not  required. 

o   The  results  of  these  surveys  should  be  made  available  to  BART  within  24  hours  of  the 

measurements  being  taken.  Construction  should  be  halted  if  the  surveys  are  not 

performed. 

13  A  thorough  photo  or  video  survey  should  be  performed  by  an  independent,  mutually  agreed 
upon  consultant  to  document  current  BART  tunnel  conditions.  This  can  be  later  referred  to 
in  case  of  possible  damage  or  water  leaks.  The  survey  report  should  detail  all  water  leakage 
and  other  conditions,  keyed  to  BART's  Engineering  Station  System.  Note:  BART's 
engineering  stations  are  painted  on  the  rails  at  100'  intervals.  Two  surveys  should  be 
performed,  one  before  and  one  after  construction.  BART  will  combine  this  survey 
information,  with  the  inspections  performed  by  our  Structural  Inspectors  to  have  a  good 
record  of  pre-existing  Conditions. 

14  MTA  should  have  a  water  leak  mitigation  plan  in  place,  for  water  leaks  in  BART's  tuimels, 
prior  to  performing  any  work.  This  would  include  approved  work  plans  for  correcting  water 
leaks  and  methods,  including  how  they  intend  to  access  BART's  tracks  (i.e.,  all  insurance 
and  indemnifications  should  be  in-place  in  advance).  BART  will  have  a  plan  in  place  for 
supervision  of  the  repairs,  if  they  are  required. 
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15  All  surveys  should  to  be  performed  by  an  independent  PLS,  in  the  employ  of  MTA  (not  the 
contractor  performing  the  construction).  The  initial  baseline  surveys  should  not  be 
performed  too  far  in  advance  of  construction,  so  as  to  avoid  possible  unrelated  changes. 

BART  looks  forward  to  continuing  to  collaborate  with  MTA  to  develop  a  successful  project  with 
substantial  benefits  for  the  public  and  both  transit  systems.  To  this  end,  and  based  on  the  above 
discussion  and  the  information  available  to  date,  BART  continues  to  be  concerned  that  the 
Central  Subway  project  will  have  a  potentially  significant  impact  on  transit,  public  safety  and 
services,  hydrology,  and  hazardous  materials,  and  that  such  impact  should  be  acknowledged  and 
appropriately  analyzed  in  the  Final  SEIS/SEIR  so  that  the  possible  impacts  are  "cleared"  and  not 
subject  to  supplemental  enviromnental  review. 

Please  feel  free  to  contact  me  at  510-464-6140  if  you  require  further  information  or  have  any 
questions  or  concerns. 

Sincerely, 


Marianne  A.  Payne 

BART  Department  Manager  of  Planning 
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San  Francisco  Bay  Area  Rapid  Transit  District 
300  Lal<esicle  Drive,  P.O.  Box  12688 
Oakland,  CA  94604-2688 

Attn:    Marianne  A.  Payne,  BART  Department  Manager  of  Planning 
Subject:  T-Third  Phase  2,  BART  Powell  Station  Capacity  Study 

Dear;  Ms.  Payne, 

We  apologize  for  the  two  day  delay  in  returning  comments  on  draft  2  of  the  Powell  Station 
Capacity  Study  transmitted  in  Thomas  Tumola's  May  8,  2008  email.  However,  this  delay  was 
caused  by  a  discrepancy  in  the  assumptions  within  the  draft  report  and  the  ridership  projections 
that  SFMTA  provided  to  BART  in  November  2007.  We  have  resolved  the  discrepancy  with  the 
information  provided  below.  Please  let  us  know  when  this  information  can  be  incorporated  into 
your  report. 

Section  2.1.1  Data  Sources 

Table  2:  2008  Total  Daily  Passenger  Volumes 

Table  2  shows  the  same  exact  number  of  riders  transferring  from  Metro  to  BART  as  transferring 
from  BART  to  Metro.  The  SFCTA  model  provides  different  numbers  for  transfers  from  Metro  to 
BART  and  BART  to  Metro.  Please  correct. 

Section  2.1.2  Assumptions 

The  PM  Peak  hour  for  Exits  from  the  T-Third  is  expected  to  be  5:30PM  to  6:30PM  due  to  high 
reverse  commute  ridership  from  Caltrain.  For  the  T-Third,  the  PM  Peak  hour  percentage  for 
exits  of  the  3-hour  PM  peak  period  should  be  the  average  of  BART  PM  Peak  hour  percentage  of 
the  3-hour  PM  peak  period  and  the  percentage  per  hour  for  the  remaining  PM  peak  period  to 
account  for  the  difference  between  BART  (5:00PM-6:00PM)  and  T-Third  (5:30PM-6:30PM)  PM 
Peak  hour  for  exits. 

Table  3a:  T-Third  Peak  Hour  Percentage  of  3-Hour  Peak  Period 


AM  Peak  Hour  %  of  Peak  Period 

PM  Peak  Hour  %  of  Peak  Period 

Entries 

Exits 

Entries 

Exits 

43% 

50% 

39% 

35% 

Section  2.13  Resulting  Peak  Hour  Passenger  Volumes 

We  don't  believe  the  information  in  this  section  is  necessary  to  the  analysis  and  question  the 
information  given  our  concern  with  Table  2. 


M 


Municipal  TraVisportatiori  Agency 


821  Howard  Street 

San  Francisco,  CA  94103 


415.701.4280  Phone 
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Section  3.1.1  Data  Sources 

Table  6:  Data  Sources  for  2030  without  T-Third 

Common  data  sliould  be  used  for'both  BART  and  SFMTA,  i.e.  1 1/2007  SFCTA  data  provided  to 
BART  in  November  2007. 

Section  3.1.1  states  tliat  tlie  BART  estimates  projected  for  the  SFCTA  CHAMP  model  should  be 
factored  upwards  by  10%  to  account  for  SVRT.  BART's  2004  Capacity  Analysis  for  Powell 
Street  Station  projected  that  BART  ridership  would  increase  2.3%  as  a  result  of  SVRT  with  30 
trains  per  hour  in  each  direction  at  Embarcadero  in  2025.  Please  provide  the  supporting 
documentation  that  would  verify  the  current  10%  projection. 

Table  7:  Powell  Station  2030  without  T-Third 

Table  7  shows  the  same  exact  number  of  riders  transferring  from  Metro  to  BART  as  transferring 
from  BART  to  Metro.  The  SFCTA  model  provides  different  numbers  for  transfers  from  Metro  to 
BART  and  BART  to  Metro.  Tables  7  &  8  are  revised  below  based  on  the  1 1/2007  SFCTA  data. 


To 

BART 

Metro 

Surface 

Total 

From 

BART 

41,990 

41,990 

Metro 

1,878 

23,215 

25,093 

Surface 

33,702 

20,139 

53,841 

Total 

35,580 

20,139 

65,205 

Table  8:  Powell  Station  2030  Peak  Hour  Passengers  without  T-Third 
AM  Peak  Hour 


To 

BART 

Metro 

Surface 

Total 

BART 

0 

11,937 

11,937 

From 

Metro 

75 

3,929 

4,004 

Surface 

674 

1,045 

1,719 

Total 

749 

1,045 

15,866 

PM  Peak  Hour 

To 

BART 

Metro 

Surface 

Total 

BART 

0 

1,746 

1,746 

From 

Metro 

256 

1,826 

2,081 

Surface 

6,414 

2,710 

9,124 

Total 

6,670 

2,710 

3,571 

3.2.3  Resulting  Passenger  Distribution 

Table  9:  Pedestrian  Distribution  without  T-Third 

Revise  per  Table  8. 


4.1.1  Data  Sources 

Table  1 1 :  2030  Powell  and  UMS  Stations 

Table  1 1  shows  the  same  exact  number  of  riders  transferring  from  Metro  to  BART  as 
transferring  from  BART  to  Metro.  The  SFCTA  model  provides  different  numbers  for  transfers 
from  Metro  to  BART  and  BART  to  Metro.  Additionally,  Table  1 1  shows  exactly  the  same 
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number  of  BART  riders  walking  into  and  out  of  tine  station  as  tlie  "No  Project"  condition  siiown  in 
Table  7.  The  project  will  change  the  nunnber  of  BART  riders  walking  into  and  out  of  the  station 
as  shown  below  in  Table  1 1  revised  based  on  the  results  of  SFCTA's  1 1/2007  modeling. 


To 

BART 

Metro 

T-Third 

Surface 

Total 

From 

BART 

14,584 

31,637 

46,221 

Metro 

73 

8,229 

17,287 

25,589 

T-Third 

15,315 

8,488 

8,296 

32,099 

Surface 

33,226 

15,231 

5,692 

54,149 

Total 

48,614 

23,719 

28,505 

57,220 

4.1.2  Assumptions 

It  is  just  as  likely  by  2030  that  Caltrain  will  be  extended  to  TransBay  Terminal  as  it  is  that  SVRT 
will  be  operation.  The  largest  source  of  T-Third  users  of  the  UMS  station  is  Caltrain  (67%  of  the 
17,400  at  4*^  &  King).  If  either  the  Caltrain  extension  or  SVRT  is  placed  in  operation,  T-Third 
ridership  will  be  reduced.  Because  both  SVRT  and  Caltrain  Extension  will  reduce  T-Third 
ridership,  our  approach  at  this  time  is  to  use  SFCTA's  (1 1/07)  2030  projections  for  BART  and 
the  T-Third  without  SVRT  and  Caltrain  Extension  to  identify  potential  impacts  if  both  SVRT  and 
Caltrain  Extension  do  not  occur  prior  to  2030. 

Traffic  analysis  zones  (TAZ)  south  of  Mission  Street  were  incorrectly  included  in  the  analysis. 
Traffic  analysis  zones  south  of  Mission  Street  are  closer  to  the  Moscone  station  (between 
Folsom  &  Howard)  than  they  are  to  the  UMS  station  (deep  station  centered  on  O'Farrell)  and 
are  part  of  the  contributory  area  for  the  Moscone  station.  The  analysis,  Figure  6,  and 
subsequent  calculations  should  be  revised  accordingly. 

4.1 .3  Resulting  Peak  Hour  Passenger  Volumes 

Table  12:  2030  Peak  Hour  Passenger  Volumes,  with  T-Third 

The  below  forecasts  of  2030  Peak  Hour  Passenger  Volumes  uses  Table  1 1  as  revised  above. 
Please  allocate  the  forecasted  T-Third  passenger  flows  between  the  ends  of  the  UMS  station 
based  on  the  revised  TAZ  analysis  discussed  in  4.1.2  above. 


AM  Peak 


To 

BART 

Metro 

T-Third 

Surface 

Total 

BART 

0 

4,613 

8,809 

13,422 

From 

Metro 

2 

1,076 

2,992 

4,071 

T-ThIrd 

941 

1,540 

1,914 

4,395 

Surface 

683 

790 

538 

2,012 

Total 

1,626 

2,330 

6,228 

13,715 
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PM  Peak 


To 

'  BART 

Metro 

T-Third 

Surface 

Total 

From 

BART 

0 

828 

1,269 

2,097 

Metro 

11 

982 

1,255 

2,248 

T-Third 

3,970 

833 

816 

5,619 

Surface 

6,390 

1,980 

847 

9,218 

Total 

10,371 

2,813 

2,658 

3,340 

4.2.3  Resulting  Passenger  Distribution 

Table  13:  Pedestrian  Volumes  in  AM  and  PM  Peak  for  2030  with  T-Third 
Revise  based  on  the  requested  revision  to  Table  12. 

5.1  Passenger  Volumes 

Table  14:  Comparison  of  No-project  and  With-project  Volumes  in  the  PM  Peak  Hour 
Revise  to  reflect  the  requested  revisions  to  Tables  9  &  13. 


As  a  result  of  the  work  that  ARUP  has  done,  it  is  clear  that  potential  impacts  to  Powell  Street 
Station  will  depend  upon  if  either  SVRT  or  Caltrain  Extension  is  implemented.  Since  SVRT  and 
Caltrain  Extension  will  reduce  T-Third  ridership,  the  SFCTA  data  provided  in  November  2007  is 
a  conservative  estimate  of  the  ridership  impact  for  the  T-Third  Phase  2  project.  Therefore, 
BART/SFMTA  will  continue  to  monitor  SVRT,  Caltrain  Extension,  and  T-Third  ridership  to 
determine  actual  impacts  and  responsibility  for  mitigation. 


fohnQjnghi,  P.E. 
Program  Manager 


cc:      File  No.  2.30.02 
William  Neilson 
Thomas  Tumola,  BART 
William  Baumgardner,  ARUP 
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San  Francisco  Bay  Area  Rapid  Transit  District 
300  Lakeside  Drive,  P.O.  Box  12688 
Oal<land,  CA  94604-2688 

Attn:    Marianne  A.  Payne,  BART  Department  Manager  of  Planning 


Dear  Ms.  Payne, 

Subject:  T-Third  Phase  2,  May  5,  2008  BART  Tunnel  Crossing  Comments 

Thank  you  for  your  email  of  May  5,  2008,  transmitting  BART  comments  (dated  May  1,  2008)  on 
SFMTA's  April  7,  2008  presentation  and  other  information  provided  to  BART  on  the  T-Third 
Phase  2  project's  crossing  under  the  Market  Street  tunnels.  This  is  SFMTA's  fourth  response  to 
BART'S  SEIS/SEIR  concerns.  BART's  concerns  are  addressed  in  the  SEIS/SEIR  along  with 
proposed  mitigations.  We  will  continue  to  address  BART's  concerns  in  accordance  with  the 
current  revision  of  the  BART/SFMTA  Coordination  Plan  for  the  T-Third  project.  If  new 
significant  impacts  are  identified,  we  will  address  them  as  required.  Below  is  a  point-by-point 
response  to  the  May  5,  2008  comments. 

1 .  SFMTA  concurs  that  a  ground  loss  of  0.5%  is  achievable  with  a  properly  operated  Earth 
Pressure  Balance  Tunnel  Boring  Machine  (TBM).  SFMTA  is  analyzing  the  sensitivity  of 
the  BART  tunnels  to  variations  in  ground  loss. 

2.  Empirical  calculations  were  performed  to  obtain  a  preliminary  order  of  magnitude 
estimate  of  the  potential  free-field  settlements  with  the  understanding  that  a 
sophisticated  analysis  would  be  required  to  properly  evaluate  the  soil-structure 
interaction  between  the  four  existing  tunnels  and  the  new  T-Third  tunnels.  SFMTA  is 
performing  rigorous  soil-structure  Fast  Lagrangian  Analysis  of  Continua  in  3  Dimensions 
using  FLAC3D  version  3.10  to  verify  the  stability  and  safety  of  the  BART  tunnels  during 
and  following  T-Third  tunneling  and  expects  to  complete  the  analysis  and  provide  the 
result  to  BART  within  two  months. 

3.  SFMTA  concurs  that  the  Muni  Metro  Turnback  (MMT)  tunnels  serves  as  a  useful  starting 
point  for  the  T-Third  analyses.  As  discussed  previously,  SFMTA  believes  the  T-Third 
tunneling  will  have  less  effect  on  the  BART  tunnels  then  the  successful  MMT  tunneling. 
The  MMT  tunneling  was  parallel  to  and  above  the  BART  tunnels.  The  T-Third  tunnels 
will  be  perpendicular  and  below  the  BART  tunnels.  As  a  result,  the  effect  on  the  BART 
tunnels  will  be  limited.  The  BART  tunnels,  with  their  bolted  steel  linings,  stiffen  the 
ground,  which  will  reduce  the  potential  for  T-Third  tunneling  to  affect  the  BART  tunnels. 
SFMTA  is  working  with  BART  to  verify  that  the  deflection  of  the  BART  tunnels  as  a  result 
of  the  T-Third  tunneling  will  not  adversely  affect  the  BART  tunnels  or  exceed  the  agreed 
limits  for  MMT  tunneling  using  FLAC3D  soil-structure  analysis. 
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4.  When  the  Fourth-Stockton  Alignment  was  first  introduced  in  late  2004,  a  vertical 
separation  of  10  ft  was  assumed,  prior  to  review  of  case  histories  of  similar  tunnels  and 
significant  analysis.  The  Board  of  Consultants  during  their  April  2005  technical  review 
workshop  suggested  a  minimum  vertical  clearance  from  1  ft.  to  5  ft.  After  review  of  case 
histories  of  the  construction  of  similar  tunnels,  including  tunnels  crossing  under  other 
tunnels  and  structures,  and  records  from  the  construction  of  the  BART  tunnels,  and 
empirical  calculations  the  criteria  for  vertical  clearance  to  BART  tunnels  was  approved  at 
5ft.  Revision  0  of  the  approved  T-Third  Phase  2  Design  Criteria  dated  September  30, 

2005  states  "A  minimum  vertical  separation  of  5  feet  (or  less  if  confirmed  by  detailed 
analyses)  shall  be  maintained  between  the  extrados  of  new  bored  tunnels  and  the 
existing  BART  tunnels." 

5.  Compensation  grouting  is  an  accepted  and  proven  method  for  controlling  settlements 
above  tunnels.  Grout  mix  design,  injection  pressure  limits,  injection  volume  and  port 
spacing  will  be  tailored  to  the  existing  soil  conditions  and  the  separation  between 
tunnels.  As  required  by  BART,  compensation  grouting  will  be  performed  and  tested  prior 
to  tunneling  reaching  Market  Street  to  check  the  process,  procedures,  crew,  and 
equipment. 

6.  SFMTA  will  provide  BART  with  copies  of  all  additional  geotechnical  information  pertinent 
to  the  tunnel  crossings  as  it  becomes  available.  Enclosed  are  draft  geotechnical  drill 
logs  and  profile  for  the  additional  drilling  completed  in  April  2008  and  a  CD  of  the  May 

2006  Phase  1 B  Geotechnical  Data  Report. 

7.  Question  7  asks  for  detailed  information  on  the  design  of  the  connection  of  the  T-Third 
Union  Square/Market  Street  (UMS)  Station  to  the  Powell  Street  Station.  The  connection 
is  shown  in  Drawing  AR-306,  attached.  The  current  plan  is  to  use  42-inch  diameter 
cased  vertical  secant  piles  to  create  structurally  stiff  and  watertight  walls  on  the  side  of 
the  Apple  store  entrance/exit.  BART/ARUP/SFMTA  are  working  together  to  study  if  the 
Apple  store  entrance/exit  can  be  reconfigured  without  effecting  the  emergency  exiting 
capacity  of  the  Powell  Street  Station.  SFMTA  will  continue  to  work  with  and  obtain 
BART's  concurrence  on  the  design  of  the  connection  to  Powell  Street  Station. 

8.  As  Bill  Neilson  discussed  with  you,  he  could  not  identify  the  SFMTA  report  that  shows 
Figure  4.1  referred  to  in  comment  8.  I  will  respond  to  comment  8  once  the  report  is 
containing  Figure  4.1  is  identified. 

9.  The  present  alignment  of  the  T-Third  tunnels  takes  into  account  the  presence  of  the 
existing  BART  tunnels  and  is  the  result  of  thorough  analyses  to  optimize  the  T-Third 
alignment  with  respect  to  project  criteria  and  operational  constraints.  The  minimum 
centerline  distance  between  the  T-Third  tunnels  is  27  ft  where  they  cross  under  the 
BART  tunnels.  The  extrados  of  the  tunnels  is  19.75  ft.  The  minimum  vertical  spacing  is 
discussed  in  the  response  to  comment  4.  SFMTA  will  continue  to  work  with  BART  to 
verify  that  the  T-Third  tunneling  will  not  adversely  affect  the  BART  tunnels. 

10.  Yes.  Actual  field  measurements  will  be  used  to  monitor  the  BART  tunnels  at  the 
crossings  during  construction. 
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1 1 .  Yes.  A  high-resolution  laser  scan  (point  cloud)  will  be  made  during  tunnel  final  design  to 
determine  existing  tunnel  dimensions  and  clearance  conditions  and  used  to  determine 
allowable  tunnel  deformation  and  movement. 

12.  Yes.  Actual  site  surveys  will  be  performed  as  described  in  comment  12. 

13.  Yes.  Photo  surveys  to  document  the  condition  (including  leaks)  of  the  BART  tunnels  will 
be  performed  before  and  after  construction  as  recommended  by  BART.  In  addition, 
SFMTA  requests  the  opportunity  to  perform  a  structural  inspection  of  the  BART  tunnels 
in  early  2009.  We  understand  that  BART  is  in  the  process  of  investigating  and  mapping 
water  intrusions  into  the  existing  tunnels  and  station.  We  request  that  BART  include 
SFMTA  in  all  investigations  and  discussions  and  share  with  SFMTA  all  information  that 
is  pertinent  to  the  Powell  Street  Station  and  adjoining  tunnels. 

14.  Yes.  SFMTA  will  have  a  plan  in  place  prior  to  crossing  under  the  BART  tunnels  for 
repairing  any  new  leaks  that  develop  as  a  result  of  T-Third  tunneling,  including 
insurance,  access,  and  clearance  provisions.  SFMTA  requests  that  BART  staff  identify 
and  allow  SFMTA  staff  to  inspect  known  leaks  within  the  next  ten  days  and  provide  us 
the  results  of  on-going  water  intrusion  sun/eys. 

15.  Yes.  All  surveys  will  be  performed  by  a  Professional  Land  Surveyor  employed  by 
SFMTA  or  its  consultants.    We  request  that  BART  provide  access  during  non-revenue 
hours  for  the  surveys.  The  collected  survey  measurements  in  conjunction  with  the 
collected  field  notes,  leak  surveys  and  photographs  will  constitute  a  reliable 
representation  of  the  existing  condition  of  the  BART  tunnels. 

Please  contact  me  at  415  701-4299  should  you  have  any  questions. 


Enc:    Draft  4/08  Drill  Logs 

Draft  4/08  Geologic  Profile 

CD  containing  Phase  IB  Geotechnical  Data  Report  prepared  in  May  2006  and  above 
logs  &  profile 
Drawing  AR-306 

cc:      File  No.  2.30.02 
William  Neilson 
Albert  Hoe 
David  Greenaway 
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FIRST  SUPPLEMENTAL  MUNI /BART  JOINT  STATION  MAINTENANCE  AGREEMENT 

THIS  AGREEMENT,  made  and  entered  into  this  Ut  day  of  AUlY,  1986,  by 
and  between  the  CITY  AND  COUNTY  OF  SAN  FRANCISCO  (hereinafter  called 
"City")  and  the  SAN  FRANCISCO  BAY  AREA  RAPID  TRANSIT  DISTRICT  (here- 
inafter called  "BART"). 

WITNESSETH: 

WHEREAS,  City  is  a  municipal  corporation  chartered  under  the 
Constitution  of  the  State  of  California  and  is  governed  pursuant  to 
the  provisions  of  its  Charter;  and 

WHEREAS,  BART  is  a  rapid  transit  district  established  pursuant  to 
Public  Utilities  Code  Sections  28500  et  seq.;  and 

WHEREAS,  Public  Utilities  Code  Section  29037  provides  that: 

The  district  shall  not  interfere  with  or  exercise 
any  control  over  any  transit  facilities  now  or 
hereafter  owned  and  operated  wholly  or  partly  within 
the  district  by  any  city  or  public  agency,  unless  by 
consent  of  such  city  or  public  agency  and  upon  such  . 
terms  as  are  mutually  agreed  upon  between  the  board 
and  such  city  or  public  agency. 

and 

WHEREAS,  on  May  14,  1976,  City  and  BART  entered  into  an  Agreement 
establishing  respective  duties  relative  to  maintenance  and  repair  of 
subway  and  other  rapid  transit  facilities  within  the  City  and  County 
of  San  Francisco;  and 

WHEREAS,  said  Agreement  was  entered  into  prior  to  the  time  MUNI 
commenced  revenue  service  underground;  and 
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WHEREAS/   the  parties  hereto  now  desire  to  re-examine  and  redefine 
their  respective  responsibilities  with  regard  to  maintenance  and 
upkeep  of  BART's  subways  and  other  facilities  to  be  used  and  occupied 
by  City's  Municipal  Railway  either  separately  or  jointly  with  BART: 

NOW,  THEREFORE,   in  consideration  of  mutual  promises  and  the 
foregoing  considerations,   the  parties  hereto  do  mutually  agree  as 
follows: 

1 .       Def  ini  tions : 

As  used  through  this  Agreement,  the  following  terms  shall 
have  the  following  meanings: 
-  BART 

"BART"  shall  mean  the  San  Francisco  Bay  Area  Rapid  Transit 

District. 

City 

.  "City"  shall  mean  the  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco. 

,  MOHI  ■  '  •  ■ 

"MUNI"  shall  mean  the  San  Francisco  Municipal  Railway. 

Maintenance 

"Maintenance"  shall  mean  the  provision  of:  janitorial 
services;  wall  surface  repairs;  repair  ether  hhan  structural 
repairs  required  to  remedy  water  seepage;   repair  of  drain 
inlets  and  cleaning  of  sewers;   landscaping  and  grounds  care; 
relamping;   repairs/removal  of  surface  vandalism;  inspection, 
cleaning/   lubrication,  rehabilitation  and  replacement  of 
mechanical  and  electrical  equipment  and  utilities;  the 
removal  and  disposal  of  trash  and  debris;   and  the  care  of 
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the  propulsion  power  system,   train  control  and/or  signal 
systems,  communications,  and  the  trackway  excluding 
Structural  Repairs. 
Surface  Repairs 

"Surface  Repairs"  shall  mean  surface  repairs  and  sealing  of 
cracks  to  remedy  water  seepage  or  for  any  other  reason  and 
shall  include  tunnel  ring  bolt  tightening,   replacement  of 
caulking  and  broken  bolts,  grouting  including  chemical 
grouting,    rust  removal,  painting  and  any  other  work  required 
to  stop  seepage  and  seal  the  cracks  in  tunnels  and  station 
areas. 

Structural  Repairs 

"Structural  Repairs"  shall  mean  repair  of  the  basic 
structure  necessitated  by  structural  failure,   but  not 
including  surface  repairs. 

Station  '  » 

"Station"  shall  mean  a  facility  which  includes  all  necessary 
utilities,  equipment  and  appurtenances  necessary  to  handle 
passengers  who  board  and  alight  from  transit  vehicles  with 
the  exception  of  the  track,  propulsion  power  system,  train 
control,  communications  and/or  signal  systems  which  may  be 
contained  in  the  station  structure. 
Portal 

"Portal"  shall  mean  that  structure  used  to  provide  a 
transition  from  subway  to  surface  operation  or  from  surface 
to  subway  operations, 
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Joint  Use  Stations 

Powell  Street,  Montgomery  Street,  Civic  Center  and 
Embarcadero  Stations  (including  mezzanine  extensions)  are 
designated  as  Joint  Use  Stations. 
Joint  Use  Areas 

"Joint  Use  Areas"  shall  mean  those  areas  within  Joint  Use 
Stations  which  are  used  by  BART  and  its  patrons  and  MUNI  and 
its  patrons.     It  does  not  include  BART  or  MUNI  controlled 
areas, 

MUNI  Controlled  Stations 

Van  Ness  Avenue,  Church  Street,  Castro  Street  and  West 
Portal  Stations  are  designated  as  MUNI  Controlled  Stations. 
MUNI  Controlled  Areas 

Areas  within  BART  facilities  that  are  occupied 'or  used 
solely  by  MUNI  are  designated  MUNI  controlled  areas. 
MUNI  Paid  Areas  •  '  , 

Those  portions  of  MUNI  controlled  areas  to  which  MUNI 
patrons  have  access  after  paying  a  "fare"  shall  be 
designated  as  MUNI  Paid  Areas,  as  well  as  the  MUNI  station 
agent  booth(s) . 

Trackway  * 

"Trackway"  shall  mean  the  ties,  ballast,   and  support  slabs 
which  support  the  fails'/ and  switches. 
Line  •:-       ;.  . 

"Line"  shall  mean -any • trackway  along  with  its  enclosing 
structure,  exclusive  of  trackway  within  stations. 
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Uti lities 

"Utilities"  shall  mean  water  (fire  and  domestic), 
electricity  and  the  required  conducting  systems. 

2 .  Ownership  of  Stations^  Lines  and  Appurtenances 

It  is  agreed  that  BART  owns,   except  as  hereinafter  quali- 
fied, the  West  Portal  Station  and  a  structure  and  portal  on  Duboce 
Avenue  and  that  portion  of  BART  facilities  in  Market  Street  from  the 
Embarcadero  to  the  Twin  Peaks  Tunnel.     It  is  further  agreed  that  the 
City  ovms  the  Twin  Peaks  Tunnel Civic  Center  MUNI  Electrical 
Substation  and  Church  Street  MUNI  Electrical  Substation  and  Hallidie 
Plaza,  its  equipment  and  appurtenances.     BART  is-  the  sole  owner  of 
all  stations   (including  mezzanine  extensions),   line  structures  and 
appurtenant  equipment  constructed  by  BART.     City  owns  any 
appurtenances  that  City  constructed,  or  may  cause  to  be  constructed. 
City  also  owns  the  track,   rail  fasteners,  propulsion  power  system 
equj-pment,   signal  equipment  and  communication  eqjiipraent  constructed 
by  BART  for  use  exclusively  by  MUNI. 

3 .  MUNI  Appurtenances 

Subject  to  prior  written  notice  to  and  approval  of  BART, 
MUNI  may  install  or  cause  to  be  installed  and  shall  be  responsible 
for  maintenance  and  repair  of  such  equipment  or  additional 
appurtenances  as  MUNI  may  desire.     However,   if  written  disapproval 
has  not  been  received  within  60  days  of  written  submission  by  MUNI, / 
the  submission  shall  be  deemed  to  have  been  approved  by  BART.  This 
equipment  and  appurtenances  include  but  are  not  limited  to  the 
following: 
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Passenger  information  and  guidance  systems  in  addition 


to  those  installed  by  BART. 


b. 


Closed  circuit  T.V. 


.c. 


Communications  systems. 


d.  Signal  system. 

e.  Public  address  system  equipment, 

f.  Wayside  equipment. 

g.  Fare  collection  equipment. 

h.  Propulsion  power  system. 

i.  Telephone  systems  and  equipment. 
4 .      Use  and  Control  of  BART  Structures 

MUNI  may  use  those  areas  in  BART's  subway  structures ' as 
hereinafter  defined  for  the  operation  of  MUNI's  Metro  system.  Said 
areas  shall  include  those  which  are  necessary  for  MUNI  operations. 


a.     Areas  to  be  used  and  controlled  by  MUNI  for  its  . 
operations  are:  , 

(1)  Areas  necessary  for  MUNI  fare  collection,  signal 
system,  communications/  ventilation  and  other 
transit  related  operations . 

(2)  All  lineS/  stations,  portals,  ventilation  and  pump 
structures  constructed  by  BART  from  the  west  end  of 


Civic  Center  Station  to  West  Portal  Avenue. 


(3)  Line  sections  designated  in  Contracts  ISOOll, 


1S0021,   and  ISOOSIA  as  "MUNI  Line"  or 


MUNI  Tunnel" . 


<4)  At  Joint  Use  Stations,   the  MUNI  Paid  Area  of  the 


mezzanine,  the  vertical  circulation  areas  (exclusive 
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of  elevators)  between  the  IWNI  level  and  the  MUNI  Paid 
Area  of  the  mezzanine,  MUNI  operations  rooms,  MUNI 
dispatcher  and  crew  facilities,   the  trackway  at  the  MUNI 
level  and  the  Paid  Area  (platform)  at  the  MUNI  level, 
MUNI  electrical  substations  and  electrical  rooms  and  all 
areas  used  for  MUNI  equipment,   as  shown  on  Exhibit  "A" 
attached  hereto. 

b.  BART  shall  control  all  other  areas  in  stations  and 
subways  including  Joint  Use  Areas. 

c.  In  the  Joint  Use  Stations,  MUNI  and  its  patrons  shall 
have  access  at  all  .times  to  MUNI  controlled  areas 
through  Joint  Use  Areas  subject  to  BART  control,  such  as 
mezzanines,  street  entrances,  escalators,  elevators  and 
passageways.    MUNI  patrons  shall  be  permitted  to  use 
jointly  with  BART  and  its  patrons  public  facilities  in 
Joint  Use  Areas.      ,  ' 

Utility  Costs 

a.  BART  shall  pay  all  the  costs  of  uti li ties' for  BART  lines 
and  BART  controlled  stations  including  propulsion  power. 

b.  MUNI  shall  pay  all  the  cost  of  utilities  for  MUNI  lines 
and  MUNI  controlled  stations  including  propulsion  power. 

c.  In  MUNI  controlled  stations  and  MUNI  controlled  tunnels 
and  lines,   electricity  will  be  metered  separately  from 
BART'S  electricity. 

d.  In  Joint  Use  Stations  "costs  of  all  utilities  excluding 
propulsion  power  will  be  shared  by  MUNI  and  BART.  BART 


shall  pay  60%  of  the  costs  and  MUNI  shall  pay  40%  of  the 
cost.     BART  will  pay  the  cost  of  the  utilities  except 
for  electricity  and  will  bill  MUNI  for  its  share 
monthly,  itemizing  each  separate  utility  charge  on  every 
bill.     BART  and  MUNI  will  continue  to  have  Pacific  Gas  & 
.  Electric  bill  them  separately  for  electricity  in  the 
proportion  of  60%/40%  of  the  total  usage. 
6 .  Repairs 

a .     Responsibility  for  Repairs 

(1)  Structural  Repairs  will  be  made  by  MUNI  in  all  MUNI 
controlled  stations  and  areas.     MUNI  shall-  notify 
BART  in  writing  in  advance  of  making  any  structural 
repairs,  provide  detailed  plans  and  specifications 
of  any  such  repairs,   and  BART  may  make  an  inspection 
prior  to  the  commencement  of  any  structural  repairs 
by  MUNI.     Structural  repairs  by  MUNI  shall,  not  be 
commenced  without  BART's  prior  written  approval. 
However,  if  written  disapproval  has  not  been 
received  within  60  days  of  written  submission  by 
MUNI,   the  submission  shall  be  deemed  to  have  been 
approved  by  BART.     Under  emergency  conditions,  MUNI 
may  make  temporary  emergency  repairs  notwithstanding 
the  foregoing  but  BART  shall  be  notified  immediately 
that  repairs  are  underway. 
(2)   BART  shall  notify  MUNI  in  writing  in  advance  of 
making  any  structural  repairs,  provide  detailed 
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plans  and  specifications  of  any  such  repairs,  and 
MUNI  may  make  an  inspection  prior  to  the 
commencement  of  any  such  repairs  to  MUNI  controlled 
stations  and  areas.     BART's  performance  of  this  work 
will  not  interfere  with  MUNI  transit  operations 
without  the  approval  of  MUNI.     However,   if  written 
disapproval  has  not  been  received  within  60  days  of 
written  submission  by  BART,   the  submission  shall  be 
deemed  to  have  been  approved  by  MUNI. 

(3)  Repair  of  materials  and  appurtenances  and  surface 
repairs  in  MUNI  controlled  stations  and  areas, 
including  but  not  limited  to  fans,   escalators,  wall 
finishes,   floors  and  sealings  of  cracks  shall  be 
made  by  MUNI.     BART  personnel  or  equipment  shall  not 
be  used  unless  BART  in  its  sole  discretion  agrees 
Qtherwise. 

Payment  for  Costs. 

(1)  MUNI  shall  pay  for  the  cost  of  all  Structural 
Repairs  caused  by  MUNI's  use  of  facilities,   and  also 
repairs  necessitated  by  fires,  accidents,  sabotage 
and  vandalism  occurring  in  MUNI  controlled  stations 
and  areas.     All  other  Structural  Repair  costs  will 
be  paid  by  BART. 

(2)  MUNI  shall  pay  for  the  costs  of  all  repairs 
specified  in  Subsection  a(3)  above. 

• 
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7 .  Mainbenance 

a.  MUNI  shall  provide  full  raainfcenance  of  all  stations  and 
areas  controlled  by  MUNI  except  as  provided  in  Paragraph 
7b  hereof. 

b.  Joint  Use  Stations 

(1)  BART  shall  be  solely  responsible  for  maintenance  in 
all  areas  with  the  exclusion  of  those  areas  under 
MUNI  control  and  Joint  Use  Areas. 

(2)  BART  will  perform  all"  janitorial  services  in  MUNI 
Paid  Areas  on  the  mezzanine  level  of  Joint  Use 
Stations  and  bill  MUNI  for  the  costs -thereof , 

(3)  In  Joint  Use  Areas  BART  will  perform "necessary 
maintenance,  bill  MUNI  50  percent  of  the  costs 
thereof  and  MUNI  shall  "pay  same  to  BART. 

(4)  BART  will  record  all  Joint  Use  Area  Maintenance 
charges  and  all  charges  for  janitorigl  services  in  , 
MUNI  Paid  Areas  on  the  mezzanine  level  of  Joint  Use 
Stations.     To  determine  the  actual  amount  of  such 
costs  the  following  formulae  shall  be  used  as  the 
basis  by  which  BART  will  bill  MUNI  for  costs  in  the 
foregoing  areas: 

(a)  Labor  charges  +  current  year  fringe  benefits  + 
5%  administrative  overhead.* 

(b)  Material  at  actual  costs  +  5%  handling  costs. 

(c)  Contract  costs  +  5%  handling  costs. 
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*        For  purposes  of  this  formula: 

Fringe  benefits  are  at  a  percentage  rate: 
annually  determined  by  BART 

—  charged  to  Federal,  State,  and  Local  grants 

—  periodically  reviewed  by  Federal,  State,  and 
BART'S  external  auditors. 

(5)  MUNI  shall  be  solely  responsible  for  maintenance  of 
all  MUNI  controlled  stations  and  areas  with  the 
exception  of  those  which  are  BART's  responsibility 
pursuant  to  Paragraph  7b(2)  above  and  shall  conduct 
said  maintenance  at  its  sole  cost  and  expense. 
Except  as  otherwise  expressly  stated  herein,  BART  shall 
.keep,   operate  and  maintain  all  Joint  Use  Areas  at  all 
times  in  good  order,  condition  and  repair,   and  shall  not 
call  upon  City  or  MUNI  to  maintain  or  repair,  any 
structure  or  facilities  over  which  BART  exercises 
control.     BART'S  performance  of  "this  work  shall  be 
coordinated  with  MUNI  and  shall  not  interfere  with  MUNI 
transit  operations,  except  with  the  prior  approval  of 
MUNI.     BART  shall  notify  MUNI  in  writing  in  advance  of 
performing  any  work  in  Joint  Use  Areas  which  will 
interfere  with  MUNI  transit  operations.     However,  if 
written  disapproval  has  not  been  received  within  60  days 
of  written  submission  by  BART,  the  submission  shall  be 
deemed  to  have  been  approved  by  MUNI. 


d.     BART  and  MUNI  shall  perform  all  maintenance  in 

accordance  with  their  annual  work  schedules  submitted 
pursuant  to  Paragraphs  9  and  10  of  this  Agreement. 
•  8 .  Inspection 

BART  shall  have  the  right  to  inspect  all  areas  covered  by 
this  Agreement.     Copies  of  BART ' s  inspection  reports  will  be  sent  to 
MUNI.     MUNI  shall  be  apprised  of  such  inspections  24  hours  in  advance 
and  shall  have  the  right  to  be  present  during  any  such  inspection. 
Such  inspections  shall  be  conducted  in  such  a  manner  not  to  unduly 
interfere  with  MUNI  operations.*^    The  foregoing  shall  not  relieve  MUNI 
of  the  responsibility  for  making  safety  inspections  of-  its  own 
facilities  and  equipment. 

9 .       Payment  of  MUNI  Costs 

BART  shall  prepare  by  February  1  of  each  year  an  estimate  of 
the  costs  which  MUNI  will  incur  during  th.e  following  fiscal  year 
(July  1  to  June  3  0)  that  are  chargeable  to  MUNI  hereunder.  MUNI 
shall  cause  a  work  authorization  to  be  prepared  in  such  amount  prior 
to  the  beginning  of  said  fiscal  year.     Should  BART  revise  this 
estimate  during  the  year,  BART  shall  so  notify  MUNI  in  writing  as 
soon  as  practicable  in  advance  of  the  quarter  for  which  additional 
funds  will  be  required.     Subject  to  required  MUNI  and  City  approvals. 
City  shall  issue  a  supplemental  work  authorization  as  soon  as 
practicable  for  the  amount  so  required.     Billing  will  be  made 
monthly,    MUNI  shall  make  payment  to  BART,  pursuant  to  Paragraphs  5 
and  7  hereof,  within  30  days  of  receipt  of  a  bill. 


10 .     Payment  of  BART  Costs 

.  MUNI  shall  prepare  by  February  1  of  each  year  an  estimate  of 
the  costs  which  MUNI  will  incur  during  the  following  fiscal  year 
(July  1  to  June  30)   that  are  chargeable  to  BART  hereunder;  BART  shall 
cause  a  work  authorization  to  be  prepared  in  such  amount  prior  to  the 
beginning  of  said  fiscal  year.     Should  MUNI  revise  this  estimate 
during  the  fiscal  year,  MUNI  shall  so  notify  BART  in  writing  as  soon 
as  practicable  in  advance  of  the  quarter  for  which  additional  funds 
will  be  required.     Subject  to  required  BART  approvals,  BART  shall 
issue  a  supplemental  work  authorization  as  soon  as  practicable  for 
the  amount  so  required.     Billing  will  be  made  monthly.     BART  shall 
make  payment  to  MUNI,   pursuant  to  Paragraph  17  hereof,  within  30  days 
of  receipt  of  a  bill  for  charges  due  hereunder. 
1.1 .     Third-Party  Liability  Claims 
a .     Shared  Obligations 

BART  Insurance  Division  and  MUNI  Claims  shall  share 
equally  the  investigation  and  processing  of  all  third 
party  liability  claims  resulting  from  accidents  or 
injuries  occurring  in  Joint  Use  Areas,   the  escalators  at 
Hallidie  Plaza,   and  the  ventilation  facilities 
(including  surface  grates)  described  in  Exhibit  "B" 
attached  hereto,  which  is  hereby  incorporated  in  and 
made  a  part  of  this  agreement.     The  settlement  or 
payment  of  any  claim  or  judgment  arising  from  such 
accidents  or  injuries  shall  be  shared  equally,  after 
mutual  agreement  by  BART  and  MUNI  as  to  the  amount- 
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and/or  conditions  of  each  such  settlement  or  payment. 
This  obligation  shall  not  be  reduced  or  eliminated  where 
only  BART  or  City  is  named  in  the  claim  or  action. 
Legal  and  Administrative . Fees  and  Costs 

In  specific  cases^  BART  and  City  may  agree  to  joint 
legal  representation  and  the  sharing  of  all  costs  and 
expenses  related  thereto,   including  legal  fees  of 
■  outside  counsel.     In  the  absence  of  such  agreement /  all 
such  costs,  expenses,  and  legal  fees  shall  be  paid  by 
the  party  incurring  them.     Costs  assessed  by  the  court 
shall  be  shared  equally.  •  All  staff  and  administrative 
costs  incurred  in  connection  with  the  processing  of 
claims  or  litigation,   including  BART  or  City  staff 
attorney  costs,   shall  be  the  responsibility  of  the  party 
incurring  such  costs.  .• ' 

BART  and  MUNI  Controlled  Areas  and  Stations 

Except  as  provided  in  11a  above  in  regard  to  the 
escalators  at  Hallidie  Plaza,  and  the  ventilation 
facilities  described  in  Exhibit  "B",   the  settlement  or 
payment  of  all  claims  and  judgments,   including  all  costs 
and  expenses  related  thereto,  arising  from  accidents  or 
injuries  in  areas  exclusively  used  and  controlled  by 
either  party,  shall  be  the  responsibility  of  the  party 
in  control,  either  MUN-I,  on  behalf  of  City,  or  BART. 
The  party  in  control  of  the  area  shall  bear  the  full 
amount  of  such  settlements  or  payments  and  related  costs 
and  expenses. 
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12 .  Fire  Services 

BART,  MUNI  and  City  Fire  Department  shall  maintain  a  program 
of  procedures  to  be  used  during  emergencies,  MUNI  shall  provide  fire 
fighting  equipment  and  a  fire  fighting  program  mutually  acceptable  to 
BART  and  to  the  City  Fire  Department. 

13 .  Termination 

Any  termination  of  MUNI  occupancy  will  be  resolved  at  a 
future  date, 

14 .  Interruption  of  Service. 

In  the  event  that  service  is  interrupted  by  either  party  for 
a  period  in  excess  of  30  consecutive  days,  due  to  natural  disaster, 
malfunction,  work  stoppage,  acts  of  violence,  or  for  any  other  cause, 
the  parties  agree  to  make  every  effort  to  cooperate  to  maintain 
services  in  the  subway.     The  parties  reserve  the  right  to  re-assess 
their  respective  responsibilities  regarding  maintenance  and  repair 
during  the  period  of  the  terminated  service. 

15 .  Concessions  and  Advertising 

BART  will  contract  for  and  administer  the  sale  of  all 
advertising  in  all  stations  including  MUNI  controlled  areas  and 
stations,  and  be  responsible  for  the  distribution  of  all  revenue 
therefrom,     BART  is  not  responsible  in  the  event  the  franchisee 
should  ever  default  on  payment  of  revenue.     Such  advertising  shall 
not  include  advertising  in  MUNI  vehicles  or  on  destination  signs. 

a.  Both  MUNI  AND  BART  will  provide  access  to  existing 
facilities  and  provide  services  necessary  to  place 
advertising  as  required  by  advertising  agreements. 


b.  BART  shall  distribute  monthly  to  MUNI  a  portion  of  the 
revenues  received  from  advertising  franchise  contracts 
calculated  by  multiplying  the  revenues  received  from 
advertising  f ranchisee(s)  by  16.4%,  less  5%  of  the 
result  for  BART's  administrative  costs.  The 
calculations  for  Fiscal  Year  1986-87  are  set  out  in 
Exhibit  "C"  attached  hereto. 

c.  MUNI  will  place  all  concessions  in  MUNI  controlled 
stations  and  will  retain  all  revenue  therefrom.  BART 
will  place  all  concessions  in  all  stations  other  than 
MUNI  controlled  stations.     The  sharing  of  revenue  from 
concessions  in  Joint  Use  Areas  shall  be  determined  at  a 
later  date  by  MUNI  .and  BART.  .  . 

Protection  of  BART  &  MUNI  Facilities 

a.  MUNI  and  BART  shall  maintain  adequate  stray  current 
protection  to  minimize, current  leakage.     Such  stray 
current  protection-  shall  be  subject  to  BART  approval,  as 
to  design  and  installation. 

b.  MUNI  shall  make  every  effort  to  effect  sufficient 
procedures  for  avoidance  of  communications  interference. 
The  design  and  installation  of  equipment  to  insure 
avoidance  of  such  interference  shall  be  subject  to 
BART'S  approval.     Any  changes  made  subsequent  to 
installation  of  equipment  shall  be  coordinated  with  BART. 

c.  BART  shall  make  every  effort  to  effect  sufficient 
procedures  for  avoidance  of  communications  interference. 


The  design  and  installation  of  equipment  to  insure 
avoidance  of  such  interference  shall  be  subject  to 
MUNI'S  approval.     Any  changes  made  subsequent  to 
installation  of  equipment  shall  be  coordinated  with  MUNI 
d.     MUNI  and  BART  shall  exercise  maximum  effort  to  eliminate 
any  interference  of  any  kind  with  the  operations  of  the 
other.     Upon  notification  of  such  a  condition  by  either 
party,   the  other  party  will  take  immediate  action  to 
rectify  the  cause, 

17 ,  Areas  Outside  of  BART-Owned  Facilities 

Maintenance  of  the  escalators  at  Hallidie  Plaza  shall  be  a 
MUNI  responsibility  but  BART  shall  pay  50%  of  the  cost  of  the 
maintenance  of  said  escalators  in  Hallidie  Plaza.     MUNI  shall  add  to 
each  bill  a  5%  charge  for  administrative  costs.     Except  as  otherwise 
provided  here  and  in  Paragraph  11  above,  BART  shall  not  be 
responsible  financially  or  otherwise  for  repair  and  maintenance  at 
Hallidie  Plaza  or  any  other  area  outside  of  BART  ownership. 

18 .  Operations 

a .     MUNI  Controlled  Stations 

MUNI  shall  have  the  right  to  operate  its  transit 
vehicles  in  its  sole  discretion.     Installation  of 
facilities  which  will  change  the  architectural 
appearance  of  the  station  or  be  physically  attached  to 
the  station  shall  be  subject  to  BART  approval.  However/ 
if  written  disapproval  has  not  been  received  within  60 
days  of  written  submission  by  MUNI,   the  submission  shall 
be  deemed  to  have  been  approved  by  BART. 
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b.     Joint  Use  Stations 

MUNI  shall  have  the  right  to  operate  its  transit 
vehicles  in  any  manner  that  MUNI  deems  necessary  within 
the  area  shown  on  attached  Exhibit  "A".     Installation  of 
facilities  which  will  change  the  architectural 
..-  appearance  of  the  station,  be  physically  attached  to  the 
station,  or  which  may  adversely  affect  BART  in  any 
manner,  shall  be  subject  to  BART  approval.     However,  if 
written  disapproval  has  not  been  received  within  60  days 
of  written  submission  by  MUNI,  the  submission  shall  be 
deemed  to  ha-ve  been  approved  by  BART. 
19 .  Indemnification 

Except  as  otherwise  provided  for  in  Paragraph  11,  BART 
agrees  to  indemnify,   save  harmless  and  defend  City,   its  officers, 
agents  and  employees  from  legal  liability  of  any  nature  or  kind  on 
account  of  any  claim  for  ^damages  to  property  or  personal  injuries  to 
or  death  of  person  or  persons  arising  out  of  or  resulting  from 
maintenance  or  repair  work  to  be  performed  by  BART  hereunder,  unless 
such  claims  arise  out  of  the  sole  negligence  of  City,  MUNI,  their 
officers,  agents  or  employees. 

Except  as  otherwise  provided  for  in  Paragraph  11,  City  and 
HUNI  agree  to  indemnify,  save  harmless  and  defend  BART,  its  officers, 
agents  and  employees  from  legal  liability  of  any  nature  or  kind  on 
account  of  any  claim  for  damages  to  property  or  personal  injuries  or 
death  of  a  person  or  persons  arising  out  of  or  resulting  from  any 
repair  or  maintenance  work  to  be  performed  by  City  and/or  MUNI 
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hereunder  unless  such  claim  arises  out  of  the  sole  negligence  of 
BART,  its  officers,  agents  or  employees. 

In  the  event  a  claim  for  damages  to  property  or  personal 
injuries  or  death  of  person  or  persons  arises  out  of  or  results  from 
any  maintenance  or  repair  work  to  be  performed  jointly  hereunder  by 
City  and/or  MUNI  and  BART,   liability  will  be  shared  equally  by 
parties  performing  such  work. 

The  foregoing  provisions  regarding  indemnification  are 
included  pursuant  to  the  provisions  of  Section  895>4  of  the 
Government  Code,   and  are  intended  by  the  parties  to  modify  and 
supersede  the  otherwise  applicable  provisions  of  Chapter -21,   Part  2, 
Division  3.6,  Title  I  of  the  Government  Code. 

20 .     MUNI  Acceptance  of  Control  of  BART  Structures 

a.  Upon  execution  of  this  agreement,  MUNI  shall  accept 
control  of  BART  structures  on  which  construction  has 
been  completed  and  accepted  by  BART  prior  to  the 
execution  of  this  agreement. 

b.  On  BART  construction  contracts  not  completed  at  the  time 
of  execution  of  this  agreement,  MUNI  will  participate  in 
the  final  inspections  and  indicate  approval  that  the 
contract  has  been  completed  in  accordance  with  BART 
contract  documents  prior  to  presentation  to  BART's  Board 
of  Directors  for  acceptance.     Upon  acceptance  of  said 
construction  contracts  by  BART's  Board  of  Directors, 
MUNI  shall  accept  control  of  BART's  structures. 
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Guaranty  work  by  the  contractor  shall  be  the  only  work 
required  of  BART  or  BAJRT' s  'contractor  after  acceptance 
of  the  contract  by  BABT's  Board  of  Directors.     BART  will 
continue  to  administer  the  guaranty  provisions  of  BART 
contract  documents  but  inspections  shall  be  made  jointly 
by  MUNI  and  BART, 

21.  Effective  Date 

This  agreement  becomes  effective  on  July  1,  1986. 

22 .  '  Correspondence 

All  correspondence  including  requests  for  approval  shall  be 

sent  to  the  following  addresses: 

BART  ■  -     -  . 

General  Manager  (or  whomever  he  may ' designate) 
800  Madison  .Street 
P-.O.  Box  12588 

Oakland,  California  94604-2688 
•  MUNI   "  . 

» 

General  Manager  (or  whomever  he  may  designate) 

949  Presidio  Avenue 

San  Francisco,  California  94115 

23 .  Modification  of  Agreement 

a.     If  both  BART  and  City  agree  that  any  terms  of  this 
agreement  should  be  modified,  an  Amendment  to  this 
Agreement  setting  forth  the  agreed  modification  shall  be 
executed. 

However,  every  three  years. from  the  date  of 
execution  of  this  Agreement  any  dispute  or  controversy 
then  existing  between  BART  and  .City  with  respect  to  any 
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amendment  proposed  by  either  party  involving  only  the 
cost  sharing  provisions  of  Paragraphs  5dy   7h{3) ,  7b(4), 
11,   17  and  the  cost  and  revenue  sharing  provisions  of 
Paragraphs  15a,   15b,   15c  of  this  agreement  shall  be 
submitted  to  arbitration  pursuant  to  the  rules  of  the 
American  Arbitration  Association:  provided  however  the 
basic  obligation  of  MUNI  and  BART  to  share  the  costs 
associated  with  liability  claims  in  Joint  Use  Areas, 
maintenance,   advertising  and  concessions  shall  not  be 
subject  to  arbitration. 

Pending  an  arbitration  decision,   the  terms  of  the 
agreement  in  dispute  shall  remain  in  full  force  and 
effect.     The  decision  of  the  arbitrator  shall  be  final 
and  conclusive  on  the  parties  and  shall  be  deemed  as  a 
duly  executed  amendment  to  this  agreement  with 
prospective  effect  only.  »  Each  party  shall  bear  its  own 
costs  of  arbitration  and  shall  share  equally  the  costs 
of  the  neutral  arbitrator. 

With  respect  to  Paragraph  7b(2)  MUNI  may  elect,  after 
giving  BART  at  least  90  days  notice,   to  perform  all 
janitorial  services  in  MUNI  Paid  Areas  on  the  mezzanine 
level  of  the  Joint  Use  Stations  at  MUNI ' s  sole  cost  and 
expense. 

For  purposes  of  limiting  those  issues  which 

shall  be  subject  to  binding  arbitration,  the  following 

definit ions ' shall  apply: 


4 


1.  Cost  Sharing  -  Paragraph  5d  —  Cost  sharing  as 
applicable  to  Paragraph  5d  shall  mean  the  percentage 
of  utility  and  electricity  costs  to  be  paid  by  BART 
and  MUNI  in  Joint  Use  Stations. 

2.  Cost  Sharing  -  Paragraph  7b<3)  —  Cost  sharing  as 
applicable  to  Paragraph  7b3  shall  mean  the 
percentage  of  necessary  maintenance  costs  in  Joint 
Use.  Areas  to  be  paid  by  MUNI  to  BART. 

3.  Cost  Sharing  -  Paragraph  7b(4)  —  Cost  sharing  as 
applicable  to  Paragraph  7b(4)  shall  mean  the  formula 
calculated  to  determine  the  direct,  administrative 
overhead/  and  the  employee's  fringe  benefit  costs 
chargeable  to  MUNI. 

4.  Cost  Sharing  -  Paragraph  11  —  Cost  sharing  as 
applicable  to  Paragraph  11  shall  mean  the  percentage 
of  pliability  claim  costs  to  be  paid  by  BART  and  MUNI ■ 
in  connection  with  all  claims  of  accidents  or 
injuries  sustained  in  the  Joint  Use  Areas. 

Proposed  amendments  to  the  agreement  altering 
the  percentage  to  be  paid  by  City  and  BART  in 
connection  with . sett lement  of  claims  of  accidents  or 
injuries  sustained  to  Joint  Use  Areas  through  normal 
operations  shall  be  subject  to  binding  arbitration 
only  where  the  proposed  amendment  is  based  upon 
patronage  figures  which  show  that  more  than  50%  of 
the  patrons  using  Joint  Use  Areas  are  BART  patrons 
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or  more  than  50%  are  iyiUNI  patrons.     Any  decision  by 
an  arbitrator  altering  the  cost  sharing  percentage 
in  connection  with  Paragraph  11  shall  consider 
patronage  forecasts  for  the  next  succeeding  three 
year  period. 

Cost  and  Revenue  Sharing  -  Paragraphs  15a  and  15b  -- 
Cost  and  revenue  sharing  as  applicable  to  Paragraphs 
15a  and  15b  shall  mean  the  percentage  to  be  shared 
and  the  methods  of  calculating  net  proceeds  of  all 
advertising . 

Cost  and  Revenue  Sharing  -  Paragraph  15c  --  Cost  and 
revenue  sharing  applicable  to  Paragraph  15c  shall 
mean  the  percentage  to  be  shared  and  the  methods  of 
calculating  net  proceeds  from  concessions  in  Joint 
Use  Areas:  provided  however^  proposed  amendments  to 
the  agreement  altering  the  rights  and  obligations  of 
BART  and  City  with  respect  to  the  placement  and 
control  of  advertising  and  concessions  as  defined  in 
Paragraph  15  shall  require  the  mutual  agreement  of 
BART  and  City  and  shall  not  be  subject  to  binding 
arbitration . 

Cost  Sharing  -  Paragraph  17  —  Cost  sharing  as 
applicable  to  Paragraph  17  shall  mean  the  percentage 
of  escalator  maintenance  costs  at  Hallidie  Plaza  to 
be  paid  by  BART  to  MUNI.  ... 
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24 .  Clarification  and  Resolution  o£  Disputes 

Whenever  areas  of  responsibility,  authority  or  lines  of 
communication  between  BART  staff  and  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco 
staff  require  clarification,  or  whenever  disputes  regarding 
performance  or  practice  under  this  agreement  arise  which  cannot  be 
settled  in  the  normal  course  of  events,  the  General  Manager  of  BART 
and  the  General  Manager  of  the  Public  Utilities  Commission  shall  make 
diligent  efforts  to  resolve  the  issue  by  any  means  within  their 
authority,  including  joint  memoranda  of  understanding,  which  shall  be 
binding  upon  the  parties. 

25 .  Records  and  Audit 

a.     BART  shall  maintain  full  and  complete  accounts  and 

supporting  records  showing  actual  time  devoted,  other 
direct  costs  incurred,  and  revenue  generated  under  this 
agreement  in  accordance  with  generally  accepted 
,      accounting  principles  and  practices  and  to  a  standard  no 
less  than  BART  uses  for  its  own  accounting. 

BART  shall  make  available  to  the  City' its  work 
papers  and  supporting  source  documents  relevant  to  this 
agreement  at  mutually  agreed  upon  time<s)   for  purpose  of 
auditing  and  verifying  statements,   invoices,  or  bills. 
The  following  BART  staff  will  be  available,   as  their 
time  permits,  to  provide  assistance  and  answer  questions: 

(1)     Department  Manager  of  Power  and  Way 

<2)     Department  Manager  of  Operating  Budgets  and 
Capital  Program  Control 

(3)     General  Accounting  Supervisor 
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b.     MUNI  shall  maintain  full  and  complete  accounts  and 

supporting  records  showing  actual  time  devoted,  other 
direct  costs  incurred,   and  revenue  generated  under  this 
agreement  in  accordance  with  generally  accepted 
accounting  principles  and  practices  and  to  a  standard  no 
less  than  MUNI  uses  for  its  own  accounting. 

MUNI  shall  make  available  to  BART  its  work  papers 
and  supporting  source  documents  relevant  to  this 
agreement  at  mutually  agreed  upon  time(s")  for  purpose  of 
auditing  and  verifying  statements,  invoices,  or  bills. 
The  following  PUC/MUNI  staff  will  be  available,    as  their 
time  permits,  to  provide  assistance  and  answer  questions 

(1)  Deputy  General  Manager/MUNI  Facilities 
Maintenance 

(2)  Superintendent/MUNI  Ways  and  Structures 

,  (3)     Assistant  PUC  General . Manager/Finance  , 

2  6 .     Governing  Law 

This  Agreement  shall  be  construed  in  accordance  with  and 
governed  by  the  laws  of  the  State  of  California  and  the  Charter  of 
the  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco.     It  constitutes  the  complete 
and  exclusive  statement  of  the  agreement  between  the  parties  which 
supersedes  all  proposals,  oral  or  written,   and  all  other 
communications  between  the  parties  relating  to  the  subject  matter  of 
this  Agreement  and  supersedes  the  Agreement  entered  into  between  City 
and  BART  on  May  14,  1976. 
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27.  Severability 

If  any  term,  provision/  covenant,  or  condition  of  this 
Agreement  is  held  by  a  court  of  competent  jurisdiction  to  be  invalid, 
void,  or  unenforceable,  the  rest  of  this  Agreement  shall  remain  in 
full  force  and  effect  and  in  no  way  shall  be  affected,   impaired,  or 
invalidated. 

28.  Third  Party  Beneficiary  Rights 

Nothing  in  this  agreement  is  intended  by  the  parties  to 
confer  beneficial  rights  in  third  parties. 

29 .  Approvals 

Whenever  this  agreement  specifically  provides  for  an 
approval  by  either  BART,  MUNI,  or  City,  such  approval  shall  not  be 
unreasonably  withheld  by  the  respective  entity. 

IN  WITNESS  WHEREOF,  the  parties  hereto  have  caused  this  agreement 
to  be  executed,  in  triplicate,  by  their  duly  authorized  officers,  on 
the  day  and  year  first  hereinabove  written. 


CITY  AND  COUNTY  OF  SAN  FRANCISCO 


Authorized  by  Resolution 
No.  t-ffi*-?^    dated  i'ld-S^ 
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SAN  FRANCISCO  PUBLIC  UTILITIES  COMMISSION 


By_ 


General  Manager 


Authorized  by  Resolution  / 

No.  dated  Jj^^^^ALL^nH 

Secretary 9 
Public  Utilities  Commission 


SAN  FRANCISCO  BAY  AREA  RAPID  TRANSIT  DISTRICT 


President:^  Board  of  Directors 


By. 


District  Secretary 


APPROVED  AS  TO. FORM 


3.0:  WRITTEN  COMMENTS  AND  RESPONSES 


Responses  to  Letter  AB 

AB-l 

Over  the  past  three  years  during  the  development  of  the  conceptual  designs  for  the  subway  alignment 
alternatives  and  connections  to  the  Powell  Street  and  Montgomery  Street  stations,  the  Central  Subway 
design  team  has  met  with  BART  environmental,  planning,  and  technical  staff  over  a  dozen  times.  Most 
of  the  issues  raised  in  BART's  December  10,  2007  comment  letter  (ADA  compliance,  safety  and 
emergency  evacuation,  police,  fire  and  emergency  services,  groundwater  intrusion,  ventilation)  were 
previously  raised  with  the  SFMTA  design  team  and  represent  technical  issues  that  are  being  resolved 
through  ongoing  coordination  with  BART  staff  during  the  conceptual  and  preliminary  engineering  and 
design  phases. 

With  mitigation  measures  as  described  in  the  Final  SEIS/SEIR,  no  significant,  unmitigable  environmental 
impacts  to  BART  facilities  or  service  have  been  identified  resulting  from  the  Central  Subway,  however, 
SFMTA  continues  to  work  cooperatively  to  plan  and  design  the  Central  Subway  connection  at  the  Powell 
Street  Station  to  meet  BART's  requirements  for  expanded  joint-use  of  the  station.  Technical  coordination 
meetings  are  continuing  between  BART  and  SFMTA  to  address  issues  raised  in  the  December  10 
comment  letter  concerning  the  Powell  Street  Station  and  to  respond  to  BART's  concerns.  BART  has 
identified  a  number  of  improvements  to  the  existing  station  that  the  SFMTA  has  included  in  the  project 
design.  Design  modifications  to  the  project  are  being  incorporated,  where  appropriate,  to  ensure  that  the 
Central  Subway  Project  would  not  result  in  significant  environmental  impacts  to  the  BART  system. 
Copies  of  written  communications  between  BART  and  SFMTA  are  included  as  Exhibit  A  at  the  end  of 
the  Responses  to  Letter  AB. 

The  procedure  for  addressing  the  safety,  emergency  services,  groundwater  intrusion,  and  utilities 
(ventilation)  issues  raised  by  BART  is  outlined  in  the  1986  Muni/BART  Joint  Station  Maintenance 
Agreement,  First  Supplement,  dated  July  1,  1986.  This  Agreement  establishes  a  broad  range  of 
responsibilities  for  all  Joint-Use  BART  stations  within  the  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco,  including 
the  Joint-Use  Station  at  Powell  Street  (see  Exhibit  B  attached  at  the  end  of  the  Responses  to  Letter  AB). 
In  this  Agreement  a  "station"  is  defined  as  a  "facility  which  includes  all  necessary  utilities,  equipment  and 
appurtenances  necessary  to  handle  passengers  who  board  and  alight  from  transit  vehicles,  with  the 
exception  of  track,  propulsion  power  system,  train  control,  communication  and/or  signal  systems  which 
may  be  contained  in  the  station  structure."  "Joint  Use  Areas"  are  defined  as  "those  areas  within  Joint  Use 
Stations  which  are  used  by  BART  and  its  patrons  and  MUNI  and  its  patrons."  The  Agreement  states  that 
controlled  areas  are  defined  as  areas  occupied  solely  by  BART  or  MUNI.   In  the  Joint  Use  Stations, 
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"MUNI  and  its  patrons  shall  have  access  at  all  times  to  MUNI  controlled  areas  through  Joint  Use  Areas 
subject  to  BART  control,  such  as  mezzanines  (i.e.concourses),  street  entrances,  escalators,  elevators  and 
passageways." 

BART  has  requested  separate  agreements  with  SFMTA  to  address  hydrology/  ground  water  impacts, 
public  safety  impacts,  exposure  to  hazardous  materials  during  construction,  and  future  station  capacity 
impacts.  SFMTA  has  proposed  a  single  Station  Improvement  Coordination  Plan  to  address  construction 
and  operation  impacts,  design  treatments,  and  mitigation  or  station  improvements  for  each  of  the  issues 
raised  in  the  BART  letter  that  would  result  from  the  addition  of  the  UMS  Station. 

The  SFMT A/BART  Draft  Station  Improvement  Coordination  Plan  [for  Design  and  Development  of 
Shared  Use  of  the  Powell  Street  Station,]  June  9,  2008  will  establish  the  protocol  and  procedure  for  the 
two  agencies  to  work  together  to  resolve  any  remaining  issues  as  the  Final  SEIS/SEIR  is  completed,  a 
Record  of  Decision  is  issued  by  FTA,  and  the  engineering  moves  forward  into  the  final  design  phase. 
The  Station  Improvement  Coordination  Plan  establishes  technical  working  groups  to  address:  1)  transit 
system  connectivity  and  station  capacity;  2)  groundwater,  structural  stability,  fire,  life  safety,  and 
emergency  systems;  3)  construction  impacts;  and  4)  funding.  The  majority  of  technical  design  and 
coordination  issues  fall  within  these  categories.  The  Station  Improvement  Coordination  Plan  calls  for 
development  of  a  list  of  actions,  key  milestones,  work  products,  and  monitoring  program  to  maintain  a 
predictable  schedule  for  the  T-Third/Central  Subway  Project.  This  Station  Improvement  Coordination 
Plan  would  also  be  used  to  negotiate  responsibilities  and  costs  for  structural  changes  to  the  Powell  Street 
Station,  such  as  the  station  equipment  and  appurtenances  necessary  to  handle  passengers  who  board  and 
alight  from  the  T-Third/Central  Subway  area  of  the  Powell  Street  Station  to  be  constructed  and  controlled 
by  SFMTA.  The  next  step  will  be  for  the  two  agencies  to  finalize  the  Station  Improvement  Coordination 
Plan. 

No  new  significant  environmental  impacts  resulting  from  the  implementation  of  the  Central  Subway 
Project  have  been  identified  since  the  publication  of  the  Draft  SEIS/SEIR.  All  potentially  significant 
impacts  to  the  existing  joint-use  BART/Muni  Metro  Powell  Street  Station  from  the  construction  or 
operation  of  the  Central  Subway  Project  or  significant  effects  on  BART  ridership  and  to  passenger  access 
to  the  Powell  Street  Station,  potential  settlement  during  construction  of  the  subway  tuimel  under  BART  at 
Market  Street,  changes  to  the  groundwater  table  at  the  Powell  Street  Station  were  identified  in  the  Draft 
SEIS/SEIR  and  would  be  mitigated  or  minimized  to  less-than-significant  levels. 
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AB-2 

Commenter  states  that  Alternatives  3A  and  3B  would  modify  the  "previously  approved  Central  Subway 
component  of  the  Third  Street  Light  Rail  Project."  The  1999  Record  of  Decision  for  the  Third  Street 
Light  Rail  project  approved  the  Initial  Operating  Segment  of  the  project,  but  did  not  approve  the  subway 
segment  of  the  project.  The  original  Third  Street  alignment  and  Market  Street  Station  (located  on  Third 
Street  between  Mission  and  Market  Streets  with  a  pedestrian  connection  to  the  BART  Montgomery 
station)  is  analyzed  in  the  SEIS/SEIR  as  Alternative  2  (See  Figure  2-8  on  page  2-16  of  the  SEIS/SEIR). 
The  Fourth/Stockton  Alignment  (Alternatives  3A  and  3B)  of  the  Central  Subway  provides  a  direct 
connection  to  the  BART/Muni  Metro  Market  Street  Subway  at  the  Powell  Street  Station.  This 
Fourth/Stockton  Alignment  is  the  result  of  extensive  input  from  the  public  and  other  stakeholder  groups. 
Although  potentially  feasible,  SFMTA  considers  the  Third  Street  Alignment  (Alternative  2)  less  practical 
than  Alternatives  3A  and  3B  and  Alternative  3B  was  selected  as  the  Locally  Preferred  Alternative  by 
SFMTA  Board  on  February  19,  2008.  In  addition  to  the  existing  Market  Street  entries  and  the  Ellis  Street 
entry  to  the  existing  joint-use  Powell  Street  Station,  this  LPA  Alternative  3B  would  add  a  northern  entry 
to  the  subway  station  at  Union  Square  on  the  west  side  of  Stockton  Street,  along  Geary  Street,  and 
potentially  also  on  the  north  side  of  Geary  Street,  east  of  Stockton  Street,  in  a  sidewalk  bulb-out.  This 
northern  entry  to  the  station  would  offer  additional  access  to  Central  Subway  patrons  beyond  the  existing 
BART  station  entries  along  Ellis  or  Market  Streets.  In  particular.  Muni  riders  transferring  from  the 
Cenfral  Subway  to  the  38-Geary  lines  would  use  these  new  station  entries.  A  Draft  May  2008  Powell 
Station  Central  Subway  Impacts  Study  prepared  by  Amp  Americas,  Inc.  for  BART  projects  that  77 
percent  of  Central  Subway  riders  walking  to  the  station  will  use  the  Geary  Street  entry  (see  next  page  for 
more  detail  on  this  study). 

BART  has  requested  physical  separation  of  the  egress  from  the  existing  Powell  Street  Station  and  the 
fixture  Union  Square/Market  Street  (UMS)  Station  so  that  in  the  event  of  an  emergency  situation,  isolation 
of  the  two  stations  and  emergency  evacuation  can  be  provided.  This  would  go  beyond  the  fire  life  safety 
standards  required  by  the  San  Francisco  Fire  Department,  but  has  been  requested  by  BART  to  permit 
expanded  joint-use  of  the  Powell  Street  Station.  To  meet  BART's  objective,  the  capacity  of  the  Ellis 
Street  egress,  located  at  the  Apple  Store  at  One  Stockton  Street,  may  need  to  be  expanded  into  the 
sidewalk  area  to  accommodate  an  additional  escalator  or  widened  stairways.  To  maintain  pedestrian 
circulation  space  and  to  potentially  accommodate  a  new  elevator,  a  bulb-out  of  the  sidewalk  into  the 
parking  lane  on  the  north  side  of  Ellis  Street,  immediately  adjacent  to  the  existing  access  may  be  required. 
The  bulb-out  would  result  in  the  loss  of  up  to  three  parking  spaces  and  one  street  free,  which  would  not  be 
considered  a  significant  impact. 


Central  Subway  Project  Final  SEIS/SEIR  -  Volume  II 


3-129 


j 

3.0:  WRITTEN  COMMENTS  AND  RESPONSES 


SFMTA  will  continue  to  coordinate  with  BART  on  the  joint  use  of  the  Powell  Street  Station,  as  has 
historically  been  the  practice  under  the  existing  1986  Muni/BART  Joint  Station  Maintenance  Agreement, 
First  Supplement  dated  July  1986.  To  facilitate  this  coordination,  BART  has  provided  SFMTA  with 
copies  of  two  station  capacity  studies:  a  2004  Powell  Street  BART  Station  Capacity  Analysis  Technical 
Memorandum  prepared  by  BART  Planning  in  cooperation  with  Robin  Chiang  and  Company  (capacity 
studies)  and  M.  Lee  Corporation  (costs)  and  a  May  2008  Powell  Station  Central  Subway  Impacts  Study: 
Technical  Memo  1:  Data  and  Assumptions  prepared  for  BART  by  Amp  Americas  Inc.  A  third  study, 
conducted  by  Amp  Americas  Inc.  for  BART,  the  Draft  BART  Powell  Station  Central  Subway  Impacts 
Phase  I  Study  was  transmitted  to  SFMTA  on  June  23,  2008.  This  study  is  still  under  review  by  SFMTA 
and  will  be  the  subject  of  ongoing  coordination  between  BART  and  SFMTA  on  internal  station  capacity 
enhancements. 

The  2004  Technical  Memoranda  assessed  station  capacity  improvements  necessary  to  meet  projected 
BART  systemwide  ridership  increases  by  2025.  The  2004  Technical  Memorandum  addressed  projected 
growth  on  the  BART  system,  including  the  planned  Central  Subway  Project.  In  terms  of  capacity 
increases  for  BART  and  Muni,  the  2004  Technical  Memorandum  proposed  to  shift  Muni's  paid  area 
barriers  closer  to  the  escalator  and  stair  well,  fi-eeing  up  space  for  circulation  of  additional  passengers  in 
the  non-paid  concourse  or  concourse  area. 

The  May  2008  Technical  Memorandum  prepared  by  Amp  evaluated  passenger  activity  at  the  Powell 
Street  Station,  with  and  without  the  implementation  of  the  Central  Subway  Project.  A  more  detailed 
ridership  and  capacity  analysis  was  conducted  in  the  June  2008  draft  Amp  passenger  simulation  study. 
SFMTA  will  work  with  BART  to  validate  the  assumptions  and  analysis  of  this  study,  which  will  be  used 
to  establish  an  allocation  of  costs  for  station  improvements  as  part  of  the  Station  Improvement 
Coordination  Plan. 

SFMTA  and  BART  have  been  meeting  over  the  past  year  to  develop  the  design  for  the  connection 
between  the  Union  Square/Market  Street  Station  and  the  existing  Powell  Street  Station.  Although  no 
significant  impacts  associated  with  emergency  access  have  been  identified  in  the  Final  SEIS/SEIR,  BART 
has  requested  that  SFMTA  develop  a  vertical  egress  plan  for  the  Union  Square/Market  Street  Station  at 
the  existing  Powell  Street  Station  exit  at  One  Stockton  Street  (the  Apple  Store)  that  would  physically 
separate  Central  Subway  egress  from  the  Powell  Street  Station  in  the  event  of  an  emergency  or  station 
closure.  Increasing  the  capacity  of  this  egress  would  require  physical  changes  to  the  One  Stockton  Street 
exit.  The  physical  improvements  requested  by  BART  include: 
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•  Expanding  the  existing  enclosure  at  One  Stockton  Street  to  accommodate  a  widened  escalator  and 
stairway.  This  may  require  expansion  beyond  the  existing  building  footprint  into  the  sidewalk 
area. 

•  If  the  station  entrance  is  expanded  beyond  the  building  footprint,  a  bulb-out  of  the  sidewalk 
would  be  required  to  maintain  pedestrian  circulation  on  the  north  side  of  Ellis  Street.  This  would 
result  in  the  loss  of  up  to  three  parking  spaces  and  relocation  of  one  small  existing  street  tree. 
The  bulb-out  may  also  be  used  to  accommodate  a  new  elevator  enclosure  to  connect  the  surface 
to  the  concourse  level. 

•  Below  grade  and  internal  to  the  station,  the  existing  intermediate  landing  at  the  base  of  the  first 
stairway  and  escalator  may  need  to  be  expanded  to  the  south  to  accommodate  additional  vertical 
circulation  width. 

Text  changes  have  been  incorporated  into  the  Final  SEIS/SEIR  document  to  reflect  new  less-than- 
significant  impacts  resulting  from  the  potential  station  access/egress  expansion. 

The  last  sentence,  third  paragraph,  page  S-17  is  revised  as  follows: 

"In  addition^  this  alternative  would  potentially  eliminate  3  parking  spaces  on  the  north 
side  of  Ellis  Street  to  accommodate  an  expansion  of  the  station  access/egress  at  One 
Stockton  Street  (the  Apple  Store)  and  a  total  of  59  off-street  parking  spaces  from  the 
Ellis/O'Farrell  and  Union  Square  parking  garages." 

The  following  text  is  added  after  the  seventh  sentence,  first  paragraph,  page  2-45: 

"Widening  of  the  existing  station  access/egress  on  the  north  side  of  Ellis  Street  at  One 
Stockton  Street  (the  Apple  Store)  may  require  a  bulb-out  of  the  sidewalk,  which  would 
result  in  the  elimination  of  three  parking  spaces  and  relocation/replacement  of  an  existing 
street  tree." 

The  following  text  is  added  to  the  end  of  the  fourth  paragraph  on  page  3-36: 

"By  2030,  it  is  projected  that  4,200  additional  daily  riders  would  exit  and  13,000  would 
enter  BART  at  the  Powell  Street  Station.'  Additional  passengers  would  use  the 
concourse  level  of  the  station,  however,  passengers  entries/exits  from/to  the  street  level  is 
expected  to  decline.  The  2008  study  also  shows  fewer  patrons  using  the  station  stairways 
and  escalators  between  the  street  and  concourse  levels,  because  transfers  to  and  from 
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BART/Muni  Metro  and  the  Central  Subway  on  the  concourse  level  would  replace 
transfers  to  and  from  the  systems  at  the  street  surface  level. 

'  SFMTA  analysis  of  SFCTA's  1 1/07  ridership  projections  as  cited  in  Arup  Americas,  Inc.  Powell 
Station  Central  Subway  Impacts  Study,  May  2008." 

The  following  text  is  added  after  the  sixth  sentence,  fifth  paragraph,  page  6-53: 

"The  BART  entry  (escalator  and  stairs)  at  One  Stockton  Street  (in  the  Apple  Store)  at 
Ellis  Street  would  need  to  be  closed  temporarily  during  construction  and  may  be 
expanded  to  meet  BART's  request." 

AB-3 

See  Response  to  Comment  AB-2  regarding  the  existing  1986  Muni/BART  Joint  Station  Maintenance 
Agreement,  First  Supplement  dated  July  1986  that  governs  all  joint  use  stations,  and  the  Powell  Street 
Station  Capacity  Analysis  Technical  Memorandum  (2004)  and  the  Powell  Station  Central  Subway 
Impacts  Study  (May  2008).  These  documents,  plus  the  SFMTA/BART  Station  Improvement 
Coordination  Plan  (2008)  provide  the  necessary  procedures  and  agreements  for  BART  and  SFMTA  to 
resolve  each  of  the  technical  issues  raised  in  the  comment  letter  related  to  the  Central  Subway  Project's 
potential  impacts  at  the  Powell  Street  Station.  The  Station  Improvement  Coordination  Plan  stipulates  the 
process  and  critical  milestones  for  resolving  the  issues  that  would  require  further  definition  and  design  of 
project  facilities  beyond  the  preliminary  design  phase. 

The  text  in  the  BART  "Approval  or  Permit"  column  on  Table  S-10,  page  S-41  and  Table  2-9,  page  2-64 
of  the  SEIS/SEIR  have  been  revised  as  follows 

"Amendment  of  Consistency  with  the  1986  Muni/BART  j-Joint  ase-Station  Maintenance 
aAgreement,  First  Supplement  for  Powell  Street  station  entries,  and  execution  of  the  2008 
Station  Improvement  Coordination  Plan." 

AB-4 

As  indicated  in  Responses  to  Comments  AB-2  and  AB-3  above,  the  2004  Powell  Street  BART  Station 
Capacity  Analysis  Technical  Memorandum  and  the  Powell  Station  Central  Subway  Impacts  Study  (Arup 
America,  Inc.  2008)  have  addressed  increases  in  projected  use  of  the  Powell  Street  Station.  The  2004 
Technical  Memorandum  describes  a  number  of  station  improvements  necessary  to  minimize  future 
capacity  issues,  including:  dedicating  the  existing  elevator  from  the  concourse  to  the  platforms  to  BART 
and  installing  a  new  Muni-only  elevator  at  the  southwestern  end  of  the  platform;  shifting  Muni's  paid 
area  barriers  toward  the  far  side  of  the  Muni  escalator  and  stairwell  thereby  providing  more  space  for 
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circulation  in  the  concourse  unpaid  area;  and  capitalizing  on  Central  Subway  excavation  along  the 
Stockton  alignment  for  BART  to  develop  a  police  facility  in  the  Hallidie  Plaza  area. 

The  general  analysis  done  for  the  Draft  SEIS/SEIR  identified  no  significant  impacts  at  the  Powell  Street 
Station,  however,  the  Draft  June  2008  Amp  studies  conducted  for  BART  identified  potential  cumulative 
capacity /passenger  flow  and  emergency  vertical  egress  impacts  in  the  joint-use  areas  at  the  underground 
Powell  Street  Station.  While  the  assumptions  used  and  the  results  of  the  study  have  not  been  fully 
reviewed  and  evaluated,  the  SFMTA  agrees  to  address  these  issues  as  part  of  the  Station  Improvement 
Coordination  Plan  through  monitoring  of  station  activity  levels  and  by  incorporating  project  design 
features  that  will  ensure  the  implementation  of  the  Central  Subway  Project  does  not  result  in  significant 
safety  or  pedestrian  circulation  impacts.  To  minimize  potential  station  capacity  impacts  at  the  eastern  end 
of  the  Powell  Street  Station  concourse  level,  SFMTA  and  BART  will  explore  design  options  to  provide 
increased  capacity  for  passenger  flow  between  the  Powell  Street  and  UMS  Stations.  BART  has  identified 
potential  for  removal  of  the  existing  physical  barrier  on  the  south  side  of  the  fare  gate  and  for  relocation 
of  the  fare  gates  and  adding  up  to  five  new  fare  gates  to  improve  passenger  flow  in  the  BART  non-paid 
area  of  the  station.  SFMTA  has  identified  the  potential  for  reopening  a  closed  entrance  (former  CALFED 
entrance)  to  create  additional  capacity  for  pedestrian  flow  between  the  Powell  Street  and  the  UMS  station. 
If  the  new  pedestrian  corridor  is  opened  up  under  Market  Street,  then  SFMTA  will  explore  the  possibility 
of  adding  a  new  elevator.  SFMTA  will  continue  to  work  with  BART  to  address  future  potential  capacity 
issues  for  station  entries  that  may  be  necessary  for  the  expansion  of  capacity  of  the  joint-use  station  area. 

A  discussion  of  the  potential  for  Powell  Street  Station  impacts  and  an  improvement  measure  are  added  as 
noted  below  to  the  Final  SEIS/SEIR  to  ensure  that  the  internal  station  circulation  flows  at  the  Powell 
Street  Station  meet  BART's  requirements  for  station  circulation  and  that  no  new  significant 
enviroimiental  impacts  would  occur  as  a  result  of  the  project  implementation. 

The  sentence  is  added  to  the  end  of  the  first  paragraph,  page  3-44  is  revised  as  follows  to  call  out  the 
potential  capacity  issues  at  Powell  Street  Station: 

"The  Powell  Street  Station  mav  also  experience  capacity  issues  at  the  concourse  level  due 
to  increased  passenger  activity  at  the  northeast  end  of  the  station." 

The  text  of  the  second  paragraph,  page  3-44  is  revised  as  follows: 

"Mitigation  measures  would  be  the  same  as  those  outlined  under  Alternative  2,  except  as 
noted  below. 
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SFMTA  and  BART  will  prepare  and  enter  into  a  Station  Improvement  Coordination  Plan 
for  the  Powell  Street  Station  that  will  provide  for,  at  a  minimum,  implementation  of  and 
allocation  of  cost  for  any  station  infrastructure  improvements  necessary  to  maintain 
pedestrian  safety  and  a  pedestrian  level  of  service  of  D  or  better  at  the  Powell  Street 
Station  as  a  result  of  the  Central  Subway  Pro  ject." 

The  second  paragraph  of  page  3-45  is  revised  as  follows: 

"Mitigation  measures  would  be  the  same  as  those  outlined  under  Altemative-2  3A." 

Any  new  physical  changes  to  the  Powell  Street  joint-use  station  footprint  that  are  identified  during  final 
design  after  the  Final  SEIS/SEIR  has  been  certified  could  be  analyzed  separately  in  an  Environmental 
Assessment  to  determine  whether  the  impacts  would  be  less-than-significant.  If  potentially  significant 
environmental  impacts  are  identified  then,  further  environmental  review  as  required  by  CEQA  and  NEPA 
would  be  necessary. 

AB-5 

Commentor  correctly  notes  that  if  the  need  for  further  physical  changes  arises  during  final  design  for  the 
Central  Subway  Project  and  the  potential  for  additional  impacts  occurs,  further  environmental  analysis 
may  be  required.  What  is  described  for  the  project  and  analyzed  in  this  SEIS/SEIR  document  is  what 
would  be  approved  by  the  SFMTA  for  final  design. 

AB-6 

The  discussion  on  page  3-36  of  the  SEIS/SEIR,  under  Ridership  Projections,  states  that  "[at}  the  Powell 
Street  Station  on  Market  Street,  the  passenger  activity  is  associated  with  the  high  level  of  transfers  that 
would  occur  between  the  BART  system  and  the  Muni  Metro  system.  It  is  estimated  that  approximately 
49  percent  of  the  passengers  boarding  the  Central  Subway  system  at  Powell  Street  would  be  transfers 
from  BART.  Most  of  this  transfer  activity  is  presently  occurring  as  passengers  use  Powell  Street  Station 
as  a  point  of  transfer  to/from  other  above  ground  Muni  routes  and  services,  some  of  which  would  be 
replaced  by  the  Central  Subway  light  rail  line."  SFMTA  will  continue  to  work  with  BART  to  identify 
potential  capacity  impacts  and  measures  to  reduce  potential  impacts  will  be  identified  in  any  future 
capacity  studies.  SFMTA  will  also  monitor  passenger  flow  data  for  the  Powell  Street  Station  prior  to,  and 
after,  implementation  of  the  Central  Subway  Project,  and  SFMTA  will  work  with  BART  to  monitor 
passenger  activity  levels  in  fiiture  years  (2030)  as  cumulative  conditions  may  change.  A  pedestrian  level 
of  service  of  D  or  better  will  be  considered  a  less-than-significant  impact. 
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See  also  Responses  AB-2,  AB-4,  and  AB-5  above  regarding  Powell  Street  Station  capacity  impacts  from 
projected  BART  ridership  growth. 

AB-7 

Section  6.3.1  (page  6-43)  of  the  SEIS/SEIR  describes  the  potential  temporary  construction  impacts  for 
pedestrian  access  to  BART  at  the  Powell  Street  Station  from  potential  closure  of  the  station  access  at  One 
Stockton  Street  (the  Apple  Store)  and  pedestrian  circulation  at  Market  Street  BART  station  entries.  No 
significant  impacts  were  identified.  Section  6.10-2  on  page  6-92  describes  how  "the  new  bored  Central 
Subway  tunnels  would  pass  approximately  five  to  ten  feet  beneath  the  BART  tunnels  resulting  in  a  slight 
downward  deformation  of  the  overlying  BART  and  Muni  tunnels.  As  noted  in  the  SEIS/SEIR  (page  6-90 
to  6-92)  the  potential  deformation  was  identified  as  a  significant  impact  and  mitigation  measures  were 
identified.  See  also  BART  letter  in  Exhibit  A  following  Responses  to  Letter  AB. 

Tunneling  would  be  done  using  state-of-the-art  pressurized  face  TBM's  that,  in  combination  with  proper 
operation  and  jet  grouting,  as  needed,  will  minimize  ground  loss  and  consequent  settlement  effects. 
While  no  significant  unmitigable  impacts  were  identified  in  the  SEIS/SEIR,  additional  studies  to  fiirther 
ensure  that  potential  settlement  will  not  be  significant  are  being  completed  and  the  information  is  being 
shared  with  BART.  Tunneling  under  the  tubes  will  be  performed  continually  on  a  24-hour  basis 
including  on  weekends  to  prevent  ground  loss  and  significant  impacts  to  BART  service.  Rigorous 
continuous  automated  monitoring  of  potential  distortions  and  uplift/settlement  movements  experienced  by 
the  Market  Street  tunnels  as  the  new  tunnel  construction  approaches  will  be  compared  with  pre- 
established  action  thresholds  and  prior  placement  of  compensation  grouting  pipes  between  the  Market 
Street  tunnels  and  the  new  bored  tunnels  to  allow  immediate  injection  of  cement  grout  to  replace  ground 
lost  (see  page  6-92  Mitigation  Measures  of  the  SEIS/SEIR).  Field  measurements  will  be  conducted  to 
monitor  any  movement  of  the  BART  tunnel.  High  resolution  "point  cloud"  cross  sectional  clearance 
measurements  will  be  made  in  advance  of  any  construction  to  determine  existing  clearance  conditions  and 
again  after  the  completion  of  construction  to  determine  acceptable  tunnel  correctional  variances.  An 
actual  site  survey  of  top  of  rail  and  alignment  will  also  be  performed  ahead  of  construction  and  monitored 
weekly  once  tunnel  excavation  is  within  100  feet  of  the  BART  tunnel.  If  any  movement  in  excess  of  Va 
inch  is  detected,  then  daily  inspections  will  occur  imtil  detected  movement  falls  below  the  Va  inch  limit. 

BART  would  not  be  required  to  close  the  entire  Powell  Street  Station  or  interrupt  BART  service  at  any 
time  during  construction,  but  temporary  closure  of  the  station  entrance  at  One  Stockton  Street  would  be 
required.    SFMTA  will  coordinate  with  BART  to  minimize  disruption  to  transit  riders  due  to  any 
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temporary  closures  of  individual  station  entrances  (the  Apple  Store  entry  at  One  Stockton  Street)  during 
construction.  Temporary  entry  closures  would  have  less-than-significant  impacts. 

Although  impacts  to  transit  riders  due  to  temporary  closure  of  station  access  would  be  considered  less- 
than-significant,  the  SFMTA  has  agreed  to  add  the  following  improvement  measure  for  Alternative  3B. 

The  following  text  is  added  to  the  seventh  paragraph,  page  6-35: 

"Temporarv  disruption  to  BART  service  could  occur  during  construction." 

The  following  text  is  added  as  a  new  paragraph  following  the  second  paragraph,  page  6-36: 

"MTA  and  BART  will  prepare  and  enter  into  a  Station  Improvement  Coordination  Plan 
to  include  construction  management  procedures  and  processes  to  address  anv  and  all 
construction  and  operational  impacts  resulting  from  the  tunnel  boring.  MTA  will  also 
coordinate  with  BART  to  develop  bus  bridges  if  needed,  public  outreach,  and  other 
programs  to  minimize  impacts  to  transit  riders  during  construction." 

The  following  text  is  added  to  the  last  sentence,  last  paragraph  page  6-92  and  third  paragraph,  page  6-93: 

"Tunnel  construction  could  also  result  in  the  potential  displacement  of  BART  structures." 

AB-8 

As  noted  in  Response  to  Comment  AB-2,  although  no  significant  impacts  associated  with  emergency 
egress  were  identified  in  the  SEIS/SEIR,  SFMTA  and  BART  are  evaluating  improvements  to  the  existing 
One  Stockton  Street  emergency  egress  from  the  combined  stations  at  BART's  request.  SFMTA  will 
comply  with  the  existing  adopted  2006  Emergency  Plan  for  the  Powell  Street  Station.  SFMTA  will 
continue  to  coordinate  with  BART  on  the  design  details  and  will  jointly  revise  the  existing  Emergency 
Plan  for  the  Powell  Street  Station  as  outlined  under  the  proposed  Station  Improvement  Coordination  Plan 
for  the  Central  Subway  Project,  which  addresses  issues  to  be  resolved  during  the  preliminary  engineering 
and  final  design  stages  of  project  development. 

The  San  Francisco  Police  and  Fire  departments  have  reviewed  the  security  and  emergency  response 
systems  for  the  Central  Subway  and  the  SFMTA  design  team  has  incorporated  suggested  changes  into  the 
plans  for  the  project  to  ensure  there  are  no  significant  safety  impacts.  The  subway  design  team  will  also 
meet  with  BART  police  to  review  plans  during  final  design. 


 . — -  t  
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Page  5-15  of  the  SEIS/SEIR  describes  that  Muni,  in  concert  with  the  San  Francisco  Fire  Department  and 
the  Department  of  Public  Health,  holds  two  to  three  emergency  drills  per  year  and  emergency  orientation 
sessions  to  ensure  a  coordinated  response  effort  to  emergencies  occurring  in  the  subway  system.  SFMTA 
has  designed  the  emergency  ventilation  system  for  the  Project  such  that  it  will  not  adversely  effect  the 
Powell  Street  BART  station  emergency  ventilation. 

The  following  text  is  added  to  address  the  additional  use  of  the  station  due  to  the  Central  Subway 
following  the  fourth  paragraph,  page  5-15: 

"Improvements  to  the  existing  Powell  Street  Station  as  needed  for  the  connection  to  the 
UMS  Station  will  be  addressed  in  cooperation  with  BART  during  final  design  of  the 
station  connections.  This  will  include  assessment  and,  if  necessary,  implementation  of 
improvements  to  the  existing  vertical  circulation,  platform  capacity,  lighting,  ventilation 
svstem,  fire  suppression  svstem  and  way-finding.  The  emergency  ventilation  system  for 
the  UMS  shall  be  designed  and  operating  procedures  written/revised  and  tested  to  ensure 
that  the  UMS  and  Powell  Street  station  emergency  ventilation  systems  do  not  adversely 
affect  each  other  during  an  emergency  event  or  system  test." 

No  significant  impacts  are  identified  for  the  BART  Emergency  Plan  or  services  at  the  Powell  Street 
Station. 

AB-9 

Muni  and  BART  currently  provide  security  officers  and  would  continue  to  provide  security  services  at  the 
Powell  Street  joint-use  station  for  Central  Subway  passengers.  Also,  Muni  "proof  of  payment"  inspectors 
patrol  the  concourse.  No  significant  impacts  are  identified  for  the  BART  security  services  based  on 
increases  to  ridership  from  the  Central  Subway  transfers,  and  no  mitigation  measures  are  described. 
Monitoring  the  need  for  added  security  services  at  the  Powell  Street  Station  would  be  the  responsibility  of 
both  SFMTA  and  BART  following  start-up  of  the  Central  Subway  operation.  Resolution  of  issues  would 
take  place  as  provided  for  in  the  Station  Improvement  Coordination  Plan  and  existing  1986  Muni/BART 
Joint  Station  Maintenance  Agreement,  First  Supplement. 

SFMTA  will  install  security  systems  at  the  interface  between  the  Powell  Street  Station  and  the  UMS 
station  and  will  perform  a  Threat  and  Vulnerability  analysis.  The  San  Francisco  Police  Department 
(SFPD)  and  SFMTA  Security  and  Enforcement  Division  will  provide  security  for  the  Union 
Square/Market  Street  Station  (UMS).  The  1986  BART/Muni  Joint  Station  Maintenance  Agreement,  First 
Supplement  includes  an  agreed-to  process  to  re-apportion  cost  between  BART  and  Muni  based  upon 
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actual  use.  SFPD  and  Muni  "proof  of  payment"  inspectors  routinely  patrol  the  concourse  to  supplement 
BART  police  provided  under  the  Maintenance  Agreement. 

AB-10 

The  potential  for  construction  activity  to  disrupt  the  flow  of  ground  water  to  the  Powell  Street  Station  has 
been  identified  as  a  potentially  significant  impact  in  the  SEIS/SEIR  if  design  measures  intended  to 
maintain  the  existing  water  level  at  the  Powell  Street  Station  are  not  incorporated  into  the  project  design 
(see  pages  5-59,  6-95,  and  6-96).  SFMTA  is  performing  hydrogeologic  studies  and  will  design  the  UMS 
Station  to  ensure  there  is  no  increase  in  the  height  of  the  existing  Powell  Street  Station  groundwater  table. 
Depending  on  the  results  of  hydrogeologic  modeling  to  be  completed  during  the  next  stage  of  design 
development,  measures  will  be  developed,  such  as  horizontal  wells,  to  allow  lateral  groimdwater  flow 
past  the  UMS  station.  SFMTA  will  monitor  and  report  ground  water  table  elevations  during  the  five  to 
six  year  construction  period  and  will  work  cooperatively  with  BART  to  share  information,  prevent  or 
minimize  increases  in  the  height  of  the  groundwater  table,  and  mitigate  additional  water  infiltration  as  a 
result  of  the  Project.  With  the  proposed  design  measures  incorporated  into  the  Central  Subway  Project, 
potential  impacts  would  be  less-than-significant. 

SFMTA  will  have  a  water  leak  mitigation  plan  in  place  prior  to  tunnehng  under  BART.  This  plan  will 
include  approved  work  plans  and  methods  for  correcting  water  leaks,  including  how  BART  tracks  will  be 
accessed.  BART,  along  with  SFMTA,  will  supervise  any  repairs  that  are  required.  With  these  measures 
incorporated  into  the  project  design,  no  significant  impacts  to  ground  water  would  result  from  the  project. 

AB-11 

Preparation  and  implementation  of  a  Health  and  Safety  Plan  that  includes  protection  and  training  of  site 
workers  and  worker  medical  surveillance  is  described  on  page  6-105  of  the  SEIS/SEIR  as  part  of  the 
mitigation  measures  for  hazardous  materials.  An  asbestos  abatement  program  would  be  implemented  as 
part  of  this  plan.  In  addition,  SFMTA  and  BART  will  prepare  and  enter  into  a  Station  Improvement 
Coordination  Plan  to  include  construction  management  procedures  and  processes  for  alterations  to  the 
Powell  Street  Station,  that  includes,  but  is  not  limited  to,  a  hazardous  materials  abatement  program,  as 
defined  by  the  Health  and  Safety  Plan. 
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Letter  AC 


SAINTS  PETER  AMD  F  A  0  L  S  AjS  fe  S'l  AN  S  GH  O  Q-L 

660  Mh*H  Sim«i  '  Bmx  FriuieiiiieQ^  Califsmia  94^133  •  (415^  4«I'»5«I9  -       t4lS)  431-183,1 


December  10,  2007 
Joan  A.  Kugler 

San  Frandsto  Planwfnf  Department 
1650  l^mon  Street,  4*  Roor 
San  Frandscc^,  CA  94103 

fie:  96.281  E  -  Central  Sutoway  SEIS/SElR 

"Dear  Ms.  Kygler, 

'Saints  Peter  araJ  Paul  Ss^eslati  Sdiool,  estaM^sfsed  in  1925,  and  ttw  Salesfan  Boys'  and  Girts* 
•Club,  esitaWished  in  1918,  are  locatfced  across  kam  WasMrig tan  SqiMre  Park  in  North  Beach, 

Hie  outer  yard  for  chflifrefl's  recr&itten  tfiese  orgaN^aWons  share  Is  open,  exposed  thrpcJSh  z 
chafntink  fenoe^  facing  the  souttw^est  *  faciing  the  ^acatson  of  the  pf eposed  Central  Sijbw^y's 
dsitrii  reiTnavai  over  the  coijrs«  cf  tvvp  yt-aiiSK,  sPiaold  the  Niartft  B@aeh  Tynnel  Constrqclion 
Varfant  be  selected- 

Saints  Peter  m4  Payft  Salesian  Schod  ^vldes  eMtended  care  for  grades  M  tftret^fi  2,  startmg 
before  Sam.  Ttie  Sdwiisl  ises  ttie  yard  throni^ut  tte  day  for  recess,  gym,  simd  after  [urwih 
play  for  gradi^  K-S.  The  dub  actively  mm  #ia  yzrd  mtil  7pm,  wftih  a  br^k  at  Spm. 

A^4i  from  the  dtauptStm  ard  hazard    ttuck  traf Ik  for  pairisiiiDfiers  and  panente,  we  are 
most  cojKented  atout  tb*  health  effects  on  oyr  yoatli  of  idliFig  tnjcks  ar*d  live  enarmoLB 
amouNnt$    dust  tl^iaf^iU  be  i^HneratE'd  by  tirts  cortstructioin, 

Construction  tioise  ccnid  be  dfsrtjptlvie  to      conduct  of  Mass  and  dassrooin  teacNng. 

W&  v/js|i    register  «r  concemi  gud  recpsist  tJie  serioixs  effiscls  of  the  project  on  o w 
cWldreri^  thas«  pla^ng  at  Um  piaygFW.«id  across  the  street  at  WasWra^ton  S<^are  Park,  and 
§BjH«ir  dtKens  ufifng  the;  P^irk,  wralkMin  to  our  site  to  pick  up  irandchiidren  or  attend  Atess,  all 
be  addressed  m  Yout  stydy. 


Lisa  flam's,  PrlfK^al 

Smirits  jPeterr  and  Pail  Sat&slan  School 

4,m  mbmt  Street,  San  Fi^mhm  94133 

Satesian  ioys'  and  Girt*'  Club 

liSg  Filbert  Stremt,  San  Frandsoo  ^941 33 

f itJwr  John  temina,  Pastisr 
Saints  Peter  md  Pmi  Clwith 

Rlbert  Street,  San  Francisco  94133 
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Responses  to  Letter  AC 
AC-1 

See  Response  to  Comment  AA-35.  The  temporary  construction  shaft  in  the  middle  two  lanes  of 
Columbus  Avenue  would  be  about  35  to  60  feet  wide  by  30  feet  long,  located  between  Union  and  Filbert 
Streets.  The  construction  of  the  shaft  (excavation,  retaining  walls,  and  cover)  would  take  an  estimated  six 
months.  Following  excavation,  the  shaft  would  be  partially  decked  over  with  a  temporary  cover  for  the 
ftiture  removal  of  the  Tunnel  Boring  Machine  at  the  end  of  the  tunneling  work  and  for  periodic  delivery 
of  materials  to  the  tunnel.  The  TBM  extraction  would  take  about  a  week.  At  the  conclusion  of  the  TBM 
extraction  the  shaft  opening  would  be  permanently  decked  over  with  pavement,  (page  2-34  of  the 
SEIS/SEIR). 

Measures  to  control  dust  and  emissions  are  described  on  page  6-110  to  6-112  of  the  SEIS/SEIR  and 
include  limiting  idling  time  for  construction  equipment  to  five  minutes  per  hour.  Particulate  matter  filters 
would  be  installed  on  all  diesel  powered  equipment.  Emission  limits  will  be  established  to  protect  the 
school  children  and  mechanical  air  monitors  will  be  installed  at  the  playground  to  record  particulates  (PM 
10)  in  the  air  and  report  emissions  to  the  City.  Measures  to  control  dust  will  include  watering  the 
construction  area  at  least  twice  daily,  covering  haul  trucks  with  tarpaulins  and  terminating  excavation 
activities  when  winds  exceed  25  miles  per  hour.  An  on-site  environmental  comphance  monitor  and 
traffic  control  officer  will  be  assigned  to  the  excavation  area  to  make  sure  that  environmental  conditions 
are  met  by  the  contractor.  Noise  levels  will  also  be  monitored  for  compliance  with  the  San  Francisco 
Noise  Ordinance  Limits,  and  a  Noise  Control  Plan  will  be  developed  by  an  acoustical  consultant  prior  to 
construction.  Mitigation  measures  for  noise  are  described  in  the  SEIS/SEIR  on  page  6-117. 


Central  Subway  Project  Final  SEIS/SEIR  -  Volume  II 


3-140 


3.0:  WRITTEN  COMMENTS  AND  RESPONSES 


Letter  AD  (two  letters) 


RECEiVEl 


7 


DEC  i 


CITY&COUiTYOFaR 


900  Paramount  Rmd 
OakbtidC*  94610 
Becwih&  7, 2007 


\h.  Joan  A  Kihglar 
Ptmning  I3eparti«cn1 
City  mtd  Coumy  of  Sro  Fraie^softi 
1 650  Mission  Slreet,  ^uitc  400 
Sun  Piiiiicisco  CA9^U«i 

Subject:  CenlmJ  Suliway  Dfifl  Sttpfpleroental  EMM  DMM  OcIoIkc  2(M)7 
rJciir  Ms.  Kuglfitr: 

Following  ttrc  ctjmtiie^ilSi*  pfesenleci  in  the  order  of  tte  EiMS.  Mcistly  lliey  r«tec  lo  ibe 
sections  dealing  with  sockmifimmk  impmu  per  NEPA  requiiKiii^nM arid  to  transit 
ope»'3tionpl  £|iK:sS]on*i: 


Til  Tabk  S-  l  tlic  2l)3«  ?itimli3|3  of  Alternative  3B.  Cdcfincd  m  TVFMfd  Lmt  rmilcd  to 
CiiltiatoftTi),  is  prnjecied  to  l>i'  99,21Ci  fideps  per  weekday^  39,200  mMts  a      mores  than 
llM  of  tte  No  Prqjcct/'ilM  Alternallve,  (4&timd  m  1-f  htKi  lAms  niergie>d  Mo  the 
ejiiisling  Mirtet  Street.  Swbwaj,'  Dpcraiiosi),  This  roav  be  an  intcitssikg  ssetof  ttUiJJbere,  hm 
it  d«it:>i  Jiot  coislttute  an  ^ppmpriate  bask  tbr  evalualing  the  C«Rtral  SiAway  Prcijeci 

Perhaps  beci^yse  i>f  ysing  inappTcipfriali-'ly-definud  i^lternalivc??^  the;  iliiTertJEice  in  fkfersliip 
beiwt;tfn  Altefjia'ive  3B  and  ?tic  f^n  Pi^ijucifFSM  AIjcjiuUvc  showvi  in  Tiibls  S>  I  appeisrs 
i<5  he  u.^cc.Si.ive,  pailieularly  giv»?n  Mutii'ii  1997  proieclc4di!tcrc:ngc«rDnly  7,050  fid^is 
a  day.  tlic  s^hurl  lengrh  tiHhc  {-cnlrai  .Subway  and  die  very  iiHuicsf  improvement  in  Cby- 
lo-Markct  iw'ip  Imm^  (iic«ording  tf>  daia  rcleasicd  previous')'  by  Muni,  cinly  tm)  niinutos 
^shr^rtiT  thmx  lhaJ  of  loday^H-  hix<  ridc.l  I'lie  ridcrship  iigiiriiS  Hltftik^ii  m  table  S-l  hlwuM 
bit  ihUtaA^  iiLstcad  iJic  comparison  of  Om//«*'  patranajjt'sj.  ^iliuwn  hi  I'nhh  H~S 
showlil     mciU     it  mor^  Mpproprisakt^'  rtOeeis  Ihc  rruc  diff&rence  hetwcen  the 
Oiitral  !^uhway  altt^rnsitLvi^  and  I  he  Nrv  Frojei-I/TSM  altfrnative,  i'he  results  »( 
tlm  Corridor  cninpjiristtn  islioyld  be  Mt  forth  and  prnralrtfiilly  dlii.pitived  in  Table  S- 
I  m  W€H     in  Table  S-S  jfttid  tfoijwiiei^  in  the  EIR/S.  (See  mldisional  discuss.ion  about 
Tibte  H-5  below). 

The  Altcrniflve  3li  one-\My  -iii-velrick"  tmvcl  lime  from  Ftnutli  &  King  1o  Chinatcjwn 
h  s\mwn  m  Tabic  S-1         mimiteii,  10,7  ffijisules  fanter  than  djut  id' the  No 
Prt^ec^/ISM  Alternaij%'>2j.  ifovv^ven  tm  %umhr  trip  time  compartMns  arc  pjovidcd  of  die 
much  m(m  slgnificanl  itmd  eotuiecdoais  Ijelwccn  Mftriccl  Sln."el  and  Clunato\ATi.  and 
belwetiii  Unioii  SqiMrc  and  Chinaknvn.  Tlie  correct  Market  Strtt't/ChiusUoHn  and 


AD-1 


AD-2 
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Umioxi  Squarc/Cbinuiown  pnijectt'd  trip  times,  incliuiins;  a{^cesa  dmt'H,  sJionld  be 
prominently  di^pl&ycd  in  TatbU  S-i     well  h»  clsewhcix  in  the  F.IK/S. 

Tabic  S-2  Annual  ()peraLm|j[  SlatLsttcs: 

Mijni*s  20.10  dicHcl/trallcy  bu.s  hours  per  year  wilh  CexiCra]  Subway  Aternatl\ie  3B  is 
projected  to  be  2,545,630  h«)urs,  76,400  hours  less  than  wtth  the  No  Prqjccl/TSM 
AHcmativc.  Hccaiasc  the  Central  Subway  will  not  serve  (hose  who  currently  ttavcl  on 
Muni  TroH'Cy  Hm  l  Jn«s  #30  and  #45  lo  and  Imm  point.*?  north  and  west  of  Chinatown^  il 
wll  no\  be  possjbfc  to  ix;movic  or  significantly  cut  .^crv'ici;  nn  tlie.se  impfirlaot  Ifncs.  Ycl 
without  si^ificant  cuts  to  Line^  ^J^O  and  #45  it  is  zioi  clear  how  the  Central  Subway 
Frojecl  co«l4  i3llow  Muni  to  slash  so  muny  hits  hours  out  of  its  operation,  Tht  KIHM 
iihuuld  mtiudc:  a  breakdviyn  shnuiwinj;  (he  effect  of  the  Central  Subway  Froject  oi3 
each  uffeck'd  Muai  line  and  how  Ihese  eneet»  add  up  to  the  Muni  servke!  rt^ductiod 
Hjiure  used  to  ealculnte  the  Cosit  Eflfi:cllvea«s»  IndeJi. 

llie  2030  total  annual  Muni  LRV  hoiirs  wttti  Central  Subi^^y  Aternadve  3B  is  projected 
to  be  590 J  00  Ivimrsi,  19,400  IvaittB  [tfm  than  willi  the  No  Prnj^cbTSM  Altcniativc.  It 
appearii  that  this  laruu  reduction  in  f.RV  huurs  wiould  be  possible  only  if  tbc  Central 
Subway  hu-urs  were  being  conipured  %villi  itri  inejfwknt  u&e  of  LRV"  s  in  tlto  Market  Street 
Subway.  Yet  with  six  lint-s  currcnily  feeding  into  thf  Market  Street  subv/iay  fix>tti  the 
West  it  should  be  posjiible  lo  combine  the  Third  Strvet  Line  with  one  or  more  of  th-cse 
lines  in  a  manner  that  would  minimize  redundant  serv  ice.  When  compared  with  an 
optimal  Market  Street  subway  operation  il  is  doubtful  that  Alternative  3B  oould  achieve 
m  large  a  savinj^  in  I.RV  hours,  over  the  No  ProjeciTSM  Alternative.  Additions! 
inform«ti(»i3  should  be  piwtdcti  in  th^  EIRAS  to  show  the  basis  of  this  Isfirfte 
rcdu^tiKiii  in  Muni  IMV  lioiir^..^ 

Table  S-3  Capital  Cost  Summary: 

The  ROW*  Land  and  Bxisting  Improvements  cost  Ls,  cstinuated  to  be  $20  million.  In  view 
of  scores  the  old  buiidingy  along  the  route  to  be  projected  ajid  pr^sse^vcd  throujihout  the 
const  iijction  ]>ciriod,  or  perhaps  acquired  and  deanolishtsJ,  this  figure  secm-S  rcrtiariuibly 
low.  A  breakdown  identilyinii^  each  affected 

«3iJsitin|;  ^^tructure,  together  with  the  estimated  cost  of  underpinning  and  otherwise 
pniteclin^  it  during  eonst ruction,  or  a^ulHng  It  through  eminent  dnmain^  should 
be  added  to  ihe  £[|^.  Equiviiknt  infonuDtion  about  the  cost  catcgor)-  entitled 
**Site  Work  &  Special  CoiidifioBs"  should  also  be  provided  and  set  forth  im  the 
EllUS. 


'MM_Si4  Opefatiilg  aild  Maintenance  Cost  Hummarv: 

In  recent  years  Muni  ha&  had  chronic  budget  probleins.  fndoed,  because  of  budgetary 
cons(niint£  it  has  become  increasingly  difficult  for  Mtmi  lo  provide  csscniiat  transit 
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services.  Central  Subway  AltcmMive  3B  rcprcscails  «i  erarmOTS  cspllal  invcsfTneiil« 
wJiicJi,  according  to  its  spoiisots,  will  smMt.  im  a  v©r>'  Im^  rcduclien  in  Mmu  opcriiting 
*uicl  maijUcjiaiKX  co^s.  This  seems  tttghiy  yritifeely.      now  com^^j  ved  m  Centm! 
Subway  will  ere-ate  [  .7  miles  of  isew  liglii  lail  line  iiKl^iog  Ibur  n^w  ligliit  rail  vehkl«5, 
one  new  sjurfniscc  st^lioii^  itim  new  Kubway  statiortJ,  a  subwiay  mi]  i^igiiaiiiig,  sy&tfem,  a 
tunnel  vunEiinAion  syiiEcfiSj  SuGUiity  and  fire  sLlppreSsaori  fkdlities^  a  pOw-c^  tlbiribution  and 
Overhead  eontacl  synlcm,  a  faiic  collection  systeiM,  eiecironic  SEguiitg,  htrtdidapped  and 
emefgency  egresssi  fectlitie$,  telhmaBii&s  closed  circiut  television,  eniet^jertcj'  tigliting  itiid 
ail  asiiiirtmiint  of  tHjfmmyiniailLim  s^steoi^  aJi  of  whi&h  wM  i^nire  opfitraiioiii  smd 
muintciuihsie  and  IhereforiJ  gjtsriicnite  addiEioniii  Opetaltti|  and  liiiJiintenaiiee  OOSES. 
Moreover  the  new  ime  wil]  create  a  aubsLanti-al  amoynl  of  new  ptiblic  ^ptc^  to  b€ 
monitojcd^  sKxun;d,  cicancd  and  maintained,  lliesye  esew  iM^ililies  will  nndo'Ub[edl)"  asM 
significantlv  io  Muni^?  cjpqraling  iind  iiminlcnartce  (Ch&M)  budget.  Yet  Table  S'-4  shows 
Muni" 2030  opcTaling  and  mainicniansx  ops^ts  a»  IbeLng  $23.8  usillio-ji  a  year  lower  ynder 
AltcnuaUvie  3B  ihm  im^Ef  tbi  No  Ppog^d/TSM  AliiOniMii^. 


Th€  very  lar^  pi^ected  induction  m  Mum  OS^M  coals  wawmnU  m  ictitiM 
ei^plaiiafion.  The  ElU/S  ihould  liieliide  »  breakdown  i>ftbnm  cnst  navingii^  includusg 
a  clear  ddiaeattoii  of  tie  related  Muni  service  ire^luctioika  pmp^md  fwr  eaeli  ether 
line  in  tM  CdrrWor  md/ftr  di«wlieri  In  Ike  Muni  .^system*  paTti^niarfy 
important  in  view  of  the  Impmtmt  effect  diat  Tisbl^       rosy  pro|eclJOTO  of  Muprs 
O^M  «jsti  would  have  on  tlie  Co«it  EffeciiveEi^s  Index  as  M  fortit  in  1  stole  8-9, 
"Summaiy  of  Mobility  liiiprovemsMts  BvaJoataotf 


Table  S'5  ^timated  Weekday  Ttfiiisit  Rjdership)^ 

As  indiaited  abtive,  JiMb  S*t,  tlte  SuMitiafy  TabJ*.  ihowis  Ih^it  by  2030  Altcm^dvc 
apparently  indading  the  ndei^  of  tbb  lexiMiing  Tbifd  Stmm  LItte,  WOuW  atCract  39^'^00 
more  IMV  ndcm  per  wes^day  ihan  the  Mo  l*rti]6£4/XSiVl  Alteniitive.  Table  S-5  shows 
the  mmh  mrnm  rctewd  lidanship  ^fimt  of  ilie  Centml  Sttbway  Atlemaiives  on  the 
TWid^miitli^tocten  Cwrklor  m  a  whole.  According  to  Table  S-5,  Al^rnativc  3B 
would  atlniet  only  14,84D  more  fiorridor  toirtsit  riders  par  weekday  th^^Ei  the  No 
pK3jccta3M  Alicmsttive.  The  finEncial  firusibilily  wfthe  U.4  billion  Central  Subw«y 
Prfliject  shoald  be  mMMh^  Msml  i^pm  n  mmpmmmi  of  the  <:£jmdor  transit 
rlder!isfcl|i  of  Ailemafh'e  3B  v^mm  lliat  of  the  Pf#  FroJectftSM  Alternatiw  as  set 
fftrth  in  Table  S-5.  The  results  of  tkk  mmpnrl^n  shou1<l  he  set  forth  and 
proTninently  displ^d  in  ■TaMe  S'l, 

Table  S-l  expresses  lidcrisJiip  as  '*ride£fs3ilp*'.  Taljlc  S-5  cxpix^ssc^  ihe  s^imc  variable  as 
"coriidor  bo^itdings'"^  A  ^inglt  ;ippi^priatel^'''dcfinc<fi  icrm  for  thi.^  variable  should  be 
U3$ed  in  the  ¥AWS. 
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Tabic  S'9  Suiiintar>'  nf  Mobility  IinpEBMMtg MliSt'O" 

The  Cost  EfTcctivcncss  {mkx  {CEl}  in  one  of  the  key  parameters  u&«d  by  tfte  FcdcraJ 
Trdiisil  Administration  io  cvalusle  proposed  capita]  ptHDjects  seeking  fedt-rdl  llruincial 
support.  The  CI'.]  is  ctiJcutatcd  u&ing  a  specific  fonnuta  which  lakes  into  account  capiftal 
costs,  transit  vclricle  houi^i  saved,  rriaintCTHnce  c«sls  and  other  facttjns.  The  lower  the 
CI'.],  the  more  cost-  effective  the  project.  In  2002  the  Central  Subway  Project  carried  a 
Cni  of  over  1130.00.  HIR/S  Table  S-9  shot*s  the  CKl  of  Central  Suhway  Alternative  JB 
stt  now  being  only  $1 8.36>  a  retnatkable  leducUon.  The  variabics  used  to  cRlcalate  the 
<:K1  n$  w«II «» t&e  CICI  Tormula  itself  should  be  shown  in  the  EIK/S. 


Tabte  }'l }  fe-yetucie  Travel  Times  for  Selected  Transit  Trips: 

As  indtcated  above,  a  1997  Muni  rc^port  >ihow*ied  that  the  Centria)  Subway  vfou\<\  eiit  the 
at!  important  trip  litnc  betw^tcii  Market  Sireet  m4  Chinatown  by  a  mere  two  minutes.  Yet 
in  EIR/S  Table  3-11  this  trip  lima  saving  has  more  than  doubled... to  4,7  minutes.  ITiis 
significjinl  change  cim  be  at  leant  partially  explained  by  the  fact  that  Table  ^-1 1  shows  in' 
vehicle  trip  times  instead  of  toJal  liip  times.  In  other  wortls  the  access  time  il  wuld  t*ke 
piospcctive  patrons  to  walk  to  a  station,  descend  five  stories  or  moK  to  the  statioti 
platform  and  later  astcnd  from  ihc  subway  h  not  included,  III  calculating,  access  titties 
consideration  should  also  be  given  to  the  fact  that  Muni  Bus  Lines  9,  30  and  45  currently 
provide  heavy  bus  service  in  Jhc  corridor  (every  three  minutes  durtnig  peak  periods) 
eompaicd  to  the  5  minute  headways  proposed  for  tlte  Central  Subway  operatiois.  The 
KtK/S  should  ht  revised  to  dimhiAte  Ike  falise  imprei»inn  created  by  the  trip  time 
ilgum  set  forth  in  Table  3-11. 

Sincerely  yoitns, 


<jerald  Cauthctt 
510  208  5441 
cautn  l@arOl.com 
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9(M>  Pajaiuount  Ropd 
Oakland  94^10 


Josn  Kugkr 

Planning  EtepiirtmcTit 

City  and  Cotonty  ufSm  FmiDdsco 

1650  Mbsion  Street,  Suita  400 

San  Frandsco  CA  94103 

Subje€i:  CcTiU^l  Subvmy  Draft  Suppfemcirta^  EIRJS  ted  October  aW07 
Dear  Ms.  KuglePj 

On  Friday,  DcoEm^  7,  2007 1  Fed  Ex'd  you  a  ktter  contaiiilng  ©ainmeji^  an  rlie  Draft 
EEJRyS.  Here  are  fbuT  atematives  de^earvin^  of  cqrffesldef^lOU  thai  wer^  appMmtly  Rot 
c^valuakd  in  tl^  E1R.<*S: 

1 .  }  Siitfiics  soiytiQ^s  \mm  mmdim^  eaciier  in  tjse  UIWS  pm^s  md  thm  discarded  on 
grounds  of  their  bdiii  impractical.  Bsii  tfacy  wcren*t  evalyated  m  tlie  context  cf  a  San 
Fraiitcisco  oyngesption  piicing  syitem  slrnllaT  to  the  &n.c5  already  m  effect  m  London  and 
other  cities,  imd  already  nods?  i^criOiUS  ccMisiideriiEiQfi  hy  ^  SFCTA,  With  ■csiigeslion 
pncing,  sufface  pyblic  Ejandt  trawl  iti  do-WiSlo's.vii  San  Fraeciscfj  could  be  iitipmved  in 
ways  ttint  wotlld  ai&v&r  be  passible  wiffaout  it.  If  ccmgesfion  pricmg  were  apfiiiied 
effccriTCly  m  Sm  Ftanciseo,  it  waM  cmte  m  oppiMimity  ba  lesolvc  ihc  Chltiatown 
access  problem  at  a  v^Mlly  r^u£«d  price.  Bmrfm^  soliitiofli  in  this  lighl  sho^d 

2.  )  The  rhird^eLidrti>'/C]ei]unibiis  aiignut^nt  was  apajareiitly  cxinsidcn-d  earlier  in  tbe 
EIRE'S  proccssr  aiwi  tlmn.  rejectM.  presumalily  bcicswse  it  did  not  iyieqnately  spqrve 
ChinatD^^n.  This  disad^mlage  could  be  Dvcrocune  by  itisralling;  public  escalators  on 
Washington  Stpcst.  md  Pacific  Av&mc  zKicmiin^  from  iJie  Kjeamy  Street  subway  st^tsoas 


lo  Qrjint  A\'enuE  m4  ihmi  io  Stdeklon  Street.  A  Thk'd/Kearny.Colllnibus  Alignment, 
alti/ed  in  ibis  waj^  would  Ik  cteipsr,  mot^i  Dtsntrally  located  and  mijch  less  disiuptivc 
than  the  aiteolitives  inckdcd  in  *iie  cyrcint  EIR.''S  draft.  An  altered  Thirci/Kearny 
alipiltteiil  dcsi:ni'<cs  copi;icbm'ti&:ii, 

3.)  One  of  tbe  biggest  ilaw^  in  the  sobway  altemati^Nes  deseribed  in  the  RIR^S  is  that  thej' 
pTO'vidi!  no  benefits  to  Hmyons  living  nciftb  Ot  W^i  of  Chinatown.  Bccamw;  of  this  they 
saddle  Miini  with  a  very  esipenHiva  subway  operatiofsi  without  allowt'inj?  significant  related 
culs^  to  tk;  eiistlog  syi face  bus  lisies  opcratijig  in  tb«  ooniduir.  This  scriau.s  disadvamuge 
coyid  be  ovsT^^me  by  letting  ekctric  bu.>tC3     well  as  Ught  rail  vchicJes  use  the  subway. 
An  aJtErnatii'ie  fetitijrfng  a  bus-nnly  bt  raiUhm  subwiiy  dcstTi-'rs  considcrartoat. 
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4.)  Configuring  a  bus-only  or  TaiL^bus  subway  that  is  shallow  mci  without 
Would  make  it  passible  to  also; 

o  add  a  station  at  Martcct  Street, 


a  coKKSnict  K  accoad  siibway  siation  in  CliinatowTi,  nicar  or  perbaps  under 
Broadwav 

An  alternative  feattxHng  a  sbull&w  bus-onl}'  or  r^il/bus  subwty  witbout  mes^auimes 
deservcii  coii.sid{!4ratin>ii. 

fina!  Comm€Jit:  CEQA  guidclirics  require  that  an  KJR.  "^srs  ftmdamcntally  ajid  basically 
iriadequale  ajid  cuncluson,'-  in  siaturc  that  mcaningfiiJ  public  review  ai^d  comment  were 
precluded*'  be  revised  as  apprupriale  and  recirculated  (CEQA  Gddelincs  §  1508^^.3  (a) 
{4)).  In  view  of  the  issues  unrcsnlvcd  lit  the  ciirrcBt  draft.  It  appears  that  such  action 
Is  Kvarranted  In  this  caiic. 

When  your  tespotises  to  tbe  above  cocimeots,  and  lhos«  oudined  m  my  letter  of 
r>eeiejmb«ftr  7, 2007,  become  ^svailable,  plcitse  advise  \m  immediately.  Thank  you. 

Sincerely  yours, 


t>  provide  m  eftleieot  eoiWK«tion  between  die  Central  Subway  and  the  Market 
Street  subway  systems 


AD- 11 
Cont. 


510  208.^^41 
cautnt  @aoLccim 
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Responses  to  Letter  AD  (two  letters) 
AD-1 

The  ridership  estimates  for  the  Central  Subway  have  been  updated  since  the  publication  of  the  SEIS/SEIR 
as  a  result  of  updates  to  the  operational  plan  and  the  San  Francisco  Model  over  the  past  year.  See  Chapter 
5.0,  Staff  Initiated  Changes,  page  5-36  (Volume  II)  and  Chapter  3.0,  Transportation,  beginning  on  page  3- 
37  of  the  SEIS/SEIR  (Vol.  I)  for  the  new  ridership  projections  and  recommended  text  changes  to  reflect 
the  revised  projections.  The  ridership  numbers  included  in  the  Executive  Summary  tables  S-1  and  S-5 
relate  to  total  corridor  ridership  for  the  T-Third  line.  To  more  clearly  identify  the  net  increase  in  transit 
ridership  associated  with  the  Central  Subway  segment  of  the  T-Third  line,  additional  text  is  recommended 
for  Table  S-1. 

Based  on  the  currently  proposed  operational  plan,  the  projected  travel  time  savings  between  Fourth  and 
King  and  the  Chinatown  Station,  ranges  from  10  to  12.4  minutes  depending  on  the  Alternative.  See  Table 
3-11,  page  3-39  Chapter  3.0  of  the  SEIS/SEIR  for  the  amended  travel  times  and  associated  recommended 
text  changes. 


The  following  text  is  added  to  Table  S-1,  immediately  following  the  2030  Weekday  Ridership  T-Third 
Line  row,  page  S-5: 


Central  Subway  Net  New  Transit 

21.000 

19,000 

18.400 

Riders 

The  second  to  the  last  row  of  Table  S-5  "Increase  Over  No  Project/TSM"  will  also  be  highlighted  to 
emphasize  the  net  ridership  increase  associated  with  the  Central  Subway  Project. 

AD-2 

The  Executive  Summary  is  intended  to  be  a  brief  summary  of  the  key  findings  of  the  SEIS/SEIR  and 
includes  in-vehicle  travel  times  from  the  south  (Fourth  and  King)  to  the  north  (Chinatown  Station)  end  of 
the  Central  Subway  Project.  These  travel  times  are  repeated  in  Chapter  3.0  Transportation  in  Table  3-11, 
on  page  3-39,  where  the  travel  times  for  the  segment  between  Fourth  and  King  and  Market  Street  (the 
Market  Street  or  Union  Square/Market  Street  stations)  are  also  presented.  The  travel  times  between  the 
Market  Street  or  Union  Square/Market  Street  Stations  and  the  Chinatown  Station  can  be  deduced  from 
these  travel  times,  however,  the  following  text  change  is  added  to  provide  a  quicker  reference  of  travel 
times  along  the  line. 
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The  following  text  is  added  to  Table  3-11,  immediately  following  the  Fourth/King  -  Market  Street  row, 
page  3-39: 


Market  Street  to 

12 

6^ 

23 

Li 

14 

Chinatown  Station^ 

The  following  footnote  is  added  to  Table  3-11,  page  3-39: 

"•^  Market  Street  is  the  Market  Street  Station  under  Alternative  2  and  the  Union  Square/Market 
Street  Station  under  Alternatives  3A  and  3B." 

AD-3 

Table  3-8,  page  3-37  of  the  SEIS/SEIR  identifies  the  projected  average  weekday  ridership  of  not  only  the 
T-Third  line,  but  also  the  30-Stockton,  45-Union/Stockton,  and  9X-San  Bruno  lines  serving  the  Central 
Subway  Corridor.  The  projected  p.m.  peak  period  ridership  for  these  lines,  as  well  as  the  Central 
Subway,  are  presented  in  Table  3-10.  These  bus  lines  would  continue  to  operate  on  the  surface  of 
Stockton  and  Third/Fourth  Streets  to  serve  local  transit  trips.  The  headways  of  this  service,  would 
however,  be  reduced  to  reflect  the  anticipated  shift  of  transit  patrons  from  the  surface  bus  lines  to  the 
subway  rail  Une.  The  operational  analysis  for  the  SEIS/SEIR  for  the  30-Stockton  assumed  a  reduction  of 
4  to  5  minutes  in  the  peak  period  and  two  to  three  minutes  in  the  off-peak  periods  once  the  Central 
Subway  is  implemented.  The  assumptions  for  the  45-Union/Stockton  were  a  reduction  of  one  minute  in 
the  peak  periods  and  three  to  five  minutes  in  the  off-peak  period. 

AD-4 

The  analysis  for  the  Draft  SEIS/SEIR  was  based  on  operation  of  the  T-Third  as  an  extension  of  the  K- 
Ingleside  to  Visitacion  Valley  for  the  No  Project/TSM  Alternative.  With  the  operation  of  a  short-line 
service  to  Mission  Bay  and  very  short  line  service  to  Fourth  and  Berry  Streets,  as  proposed  for  the  Build 
Alternatives,  additional  savings  in  LRV  hours  are  achieved  when  compared  to  the  No  Project/TSM 
Alternative,  where  service  to  Mission  Bay  is  provided  by  the  N-Judah  line.  The  changes  to  service  with 
the  implementation  of  the  Central  Subway  Alternative  account  for  the  savings  in  LRV  hours  for  operation 
of  the  T-Third  line  between  Alternatives  3A  and  3B  and  the  No  Project/TSM  Alternative. 

AD-5 

The  "ROW,  Land,  Existing  Improvements"  cost  estimate  in  Table  S-3  represents  only  the  costs  associated 
with  right-of-way  acquisition,  including  easements  and  out  right  purchases.  The  implementation  of  the 
project  would  require  acquisition  of  one  parcel  for  the  Moscone  Station  (Alternatives  3A  and  3B  only) 
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and  one  parcel  for  the  Chinatown  Station  (all  Build  Alternatives).  An  estimate  of  the  costs  associated 
with  the  protection  of  buildings  along  the  corridor  that  could  be  impacted  by  construction  has  also  been 
made  ($12  million  for  all  Build  Alternatives)  and  is  included  as  part  of  the  Site  Work  and  Special 
Conditions  cost  estimate  and  is  significantly  higher  for  each  of  the  Build  Alternatives. 

AD-6 

The  cost  estimates  are  based  on  assumptions  regarding  service  hours  and  miles  associated  with  each  of 
the  project  alternatives,  with  station  costs  being  a  variable  in  the  estimate. 

Based  on  the  provision  of  more  direct  rail  service  to  the  Moscone  Center,  Union  Square,  and  Chinatown 
that  would  be  provided  by  the  Central  Subway  and  reduced  headways  on  the  surface  trolley  coach 
operations,  a  savings  in  system  hours  and  miles  would  be  realized.  This  cost  savings  translates  as  a 
savings  in  cost  based  on  the  cost  per  hour/mile  formula  that  was  used. 

Subsequent  to  the  publication  of  the  Draft  SEIS/SEIR,  a  more  detailed  Operation  and  Maintenance  cost 
estimate  has  been  developed.  This  new  estimate  takes  into  account  additional  required  infrastructure, 
which  reduces  the  cost  savings  between  the  No  Project/TSM  Alternative  and  the  Build  Alternatives.  See 
Chapter  8.0,  Financial  Feasibihty,  for  the  updated  costs  estimates  that  are  incorporated  into  the 
SEIS/SEIR. 

AD-7 

See  Response  to  Comment  AD-6  regarding  revisions  to  the  Financial  Analysis.  The  detailed  financial 
assessment  of  the  Central  Subway  Project  is  included  in  Chapter  8.0,  Financial  Feasibility.  The  adoption 
of  the  Central  Subway  Project  will  be  based  on  all  of  the  information  presented  in  the  SEIS/SEIR,  not  just 
highlights  included  in  the  Executive  Summary.  A  comparative  discussion  of  each  alternative  is  included 
in  Table  8-1  on  page  8-5  of  the  SEIS/SEIR.  Incremental  operating  costs  compared  with  the  No  Project 
are  shown  on  Table  8-2  on  page  8-7. 

AD-8 

The  corridor  ridership  is  defined  as  the  number  of  boardings  to  the  system.  Text  amendments  are 
recommended  to  clarify  the  ridership  information  presented. 

The  following  footnote  is  added  to  Table  S-1,  page  S-5;  Table  S-5,  page  S-15;  Table  3-8,  page  3-37; 
Table  3-9,  page  3-38;  and  Table  3-10,  page  3-39: 

"Ridership  is  defined  as  the  number  of  passenger  boardings." 
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AD-9 

As  defined  by  the  FTA  for  the  New  Starts  process,  the  cost  effectiveness  is  the  change  in  the  annuaUzed 
capital  and  operating  cost  per  hour  of  user  benefits  for  the  forecast  year  (2030).  The  formulas  is  designed 
to  capture  the  additional  costs  of  the  New  Start  project  compared  to  the  transportation  benefits  to  the 
transit  riders.  The  formula  for  this  calculation  is  noted  below: 

(Change  in  Annualized  Capital  Costs)  +  (Change  in  Annual  Operating  Cost) 
Change  in  Transportation  System  User  Benefits 

The  calculation  is  based  on  a  comparison  to  the  New  Starts  baseline  or  the  No  Project/TSM  Alternative. 

The  Transportation  System  User  Benefits  represent  the  travel  time  savings  of  all  transit  riders  in  the 
forecast  year  with  the  implementation  of  the  project  compared  to  the  No  Project  Alternative.  They 
include  reductions  in  walk  times,  wait  times,  transfers,  and  in-vehicle  travel  times.  The  Transit  System 
User  Benefit  is  produced  by  the  FTA  Summit  software  using  outputs  from  the  travel  demand  model. 

The  background  for  the  Transportation  System  User  Benefits  is  contained  in  the  most  recent  New  Starts 
report.  Appendix  H  of  the  SEIS/SEIR  summarizes  the  fiscal  year  2009  revised  cost  effectiveness  for  the 
Central  Subway  Project.  The  cost-effectiveness  index  was  updated  in  April  2008  and  is  $21.12  for 
Alternative  3B. 

The  following  text  is  added  following  the  first  sentence,  first  paragraph,  page  H-2,  Appendix  H: 

"The  formula  for  calculating  the  project  cost-effectiveness  is  based  on  annualized  capital 
and  operating  cost  per  hour  of  user  benefits  and  is  captured  in  the  following  formula: 

(Change  in  Annualized  Capital  Costs)  +  (Change  in  Annual  Operating  Cost) 
Change  in  Transportation  Svstem  User  Benefif 

AD-10 

As  noted  by  the  commenter,  the  last  paragraph  of  page  3-38  of  the  SEIS/SEIR  indicates  that  total  travel 
times  for  transit  patrons  include  walk  and  wait  times  as  well  as  in-vehicle  travel  times.  These  out-of- 
vehicle  travel  times  are  accounted  for  in  the  forecast  model,  but  can  not  be  easily  summarized  given  the 
multitude  of  trip  origins.  The  language  will  be  amended  as  noted  below  to  ftirther  clarify  this  distinction. 

The  text  in  the  last  paragraph,  page  3-38  is  amended  as  follows: 
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"Table  3-11  presents  in-vehicle  travel  time  comparisons  for  selected  trips  using  the  15- 
Third  bus  service  (from  2000  before  operation  of  the  T-Third  began)  and  travel  times  for 
selected  trips  under  each  of  the  alternatives.  The  total  travel  times  include  walk,  wait, 
and  ride  (in-vehicle  and  out-of- vehicle)  times.  Out-of- vehicle  travel  times  are  influenced 
by  such  factors  as  service  headways,  location  of  station  access  points,  and  depth  of 
station.  These  out-of-vehicle  travel  times  are  accounted  for  in  the  model  and  the 
projected  transit  ridership." 

AD-11 

Section  2.4  of  the  SEIS/SEIR  summarizes  the  development  history  of  the  Central  Subway  Project  and 
identifies  alternatives  that  were  evaluated  but  rejected.  The  SEIS/SEIR  evaluates  not  only  a  modified 
version  of  the  Central  Subway  Alternative  that  was  included  in  the  1998  Final  EIS/EIR,  but  it  also 
included  alternatives  that  were  developed  and  vetted  during  an  extensive  public  process  between  2003 
and  2006.  The  alternatives  included  in  the  SEIS/SEIR  were  ultimately  endorsed  by  the  SFMTA  Board  at 
a  public  hearing.  The  majority  of  comments  on  the  SEIS/SEIR  have  supported  the  implementation  of  a 
Central  Subway  Project,  rather  than  requested  continued  evaluation  of  alternatives. 

A  brief  response  to  the  commenter's  suggested  alternatives  is,  however,  provided  below: 

•  Surface  Solutions  with  Congestion  Pricing  -  A  study  of  congestion  pricing  for  San  Francisco  was 
recently  undertaken  by  the  San  Francisco  County  Transportation  Authority.  The  purpose  of  the 
study  is  to  look  at  establishing  a  fee  for  autos  to  travel  into  downtown  San  Francisco. 
Implementation  of  such  a  program  would  not  be  intended  to  take  the  place  of  a  well-developed 
and  efficient  transit  system  for  the  city.  While  reductions  in  surface  congestion  could  occur  with 
congestion  pricing,  they  would  not  eliminate  the  need  for  improved  transit  service  between  the 
southeastern  part  of  San  Francisco  and  Chinatown  as  stated  in  the  Central  Subway  purpose  and 
need.  For  example,  as  described  on  page  1-8  of  the  SEIS/SEIR,  daily  transit  trips  in  the  Central 
Subway  corridor  are  expected  to  grow  by  20  percent  by  2030,  further  adding  to  an  already  over 
capacity  bus  system.  The  Central  Subway  Project  is  part  of  the  adopted  sales  tax  measure,  which 
fimds  transportation  investments  in  the  city. 

•  Third/Keamy/Columbus  Alignment  -  The  purpose  and  need  of  the  Central  Subway  Project  is 
specifically  to  improve  transit  connections  between  the  southeastern  part  of  the  city  and 
Chinatown.  Alternative  2,  carried  forward  from  the  1998  EIS/EIR  has  a  Third  Street  Alignment 
to  Market  Street,  but  provides  a  connection  on  Stockton  Street,  immediately  north  of  Market 
Street  to  serve  the  heart  of  the  retail  district  and  Chinatown.    Providing  escalators  and 
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underground  walkways  that  extend  two  blocks  from  a  Kearny  Street  corridor  to  the  heart  of 
Chinatown  would  not  be  a  reasonable  alternative  for  providing  improved  transit  service  to 
Chinatown  due  to  distance  from  the  major  activity  centers  along  the  corridor  and  the  associated 
cost  of  making  underground  connections  to  the  Stockton  Street  corridor.  Further,  the  Chinatown 
community  has  been  actively  involved  with  the  Central  Subway  planning  for  the  past  several 
years  and  has  supported  the  corridor  along  Stockton  Street,  with  a  station  between  Clay  and 
Washington  Streets. 

Any  subway  aligrmient  in  the  Chinatown/Financial  District  area  would  result  in  some  surface 
disruption  during  construction.  There  is  no  evidence  presented  by  the  commenter  that  the 
Third/Keamy/Columbus  Alignment  would  result  in  cost-savings  or  reduced  impacts  when 
compared  to  Build  Alternatives  presented  in  the  SEIS/SEIR. 

•  Limited  benefits  to  residents  north  or  west  of  Chinatown  -  The  Central  Subway  Project  evolved 
from  the  Four  Corridor  Plan  (see  Response  to  Comment  AA-1).  The  intent  of  this  project  has 
always  been  to  enhance  transit  service  to  Chinatown  through  improved  travel  times  and  transit 
reliability.  Extending  transit  service  to  North  Beach  could  be  the  subject  of  future  studies  and  is 
not  included  as  part  of  the  Central  Subway  Project.  The  Central  Subway  Project  does  nothing  to 
preclude  this  service  extension  in  the  future.  The  Financial  District,  to  the  west  of  the  corridor,  is 
already  well-served  by  transit. 

Alternative  2  evaluated  in  the  SEIS/SEIR  is  a  shallow  subway  alternative  as  advocated  by  the 
commenter,  but  it  did  not  result  in  cost  savings  or  more  efficient  transit  operation.  It  is  not  clear 
how  accommodating  electric  buses  in  addition  to,  or  instead  of,  light  rail  vehicles  in  the  proposed 
subway  tunnel  would  enhance  bus  service  to  areas  north  or  west  of  Chinatown  or  result  in  cost- 
savings  to  the  project.  Buses  operating  in  the  tunnel  would  be  subject  to  the  same  limited  number 
of  stops  as  would  the  LRVs  and  would  not  have  a  means  of  exiting  the  tunnel  unless  an  additional 
portal  was  added  in  the  north  or  an  underground  turnaround  facility  is  provided  to  allow  buses  to 
reverse  direction.  Accommodating  dual  modes  in  the  tunnel  and  adding  stations  or  portals  would 
be  expected  to  increase  rather  than  reduce  the  cost  of  the  Central  Subway  Project. 
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AD-12 

Comment  regarding  inadequacy  of  the  SEIS/SEIR  is  noted.  The  alternatives  were  developed  as  part  of  a 
process  involving  extensive  community  participation  and  the  potential  environmental  impacts  of  the 
alternatives  have  been  fully  disclosed  in  the  SEIS/SEIR.  No  new  information  has  been  presented  that 
would  result  in  previously  undisclosed  significant  impacts  requiring  recirculation  of  the  document. 
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Letter  AE 


TODCO 


CENTRAL  SUBWAY  DSEIK  96.281E:  COMMENTS 
December  10,  2007 

BY:   Tenants  and  Owners  Development  Corp.  & 

Affiliates  -  Owners  of: 

801  Ht>\vatd  St.  (200-240  Fourth  St.) 

321  Clementina  .Sireet  (317-325  Clementina  St) 

328  Tehama  Street  (823-825  I  lovvard  Street) 

By:    John  Elberling,  President /CEO 


All  Comments  address  issues  of  the  DSEIR  allernatives 
proposed  for  Foyrth  Street^  which  all  mcludc  a  Moscone 
Station  between  Howard/Folsom  Streets. 
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MHiiiiHixthAHotti* 


:  1)  unmiti, 


The  DSETR  in  all  caseis  fails  to  study  an  alternative 
location  for  the  Moscone  Center  Station  between  Howard 
and  Mission  Streets  as  previously  requested  by 
Coinmenter.  T  he  only  cursoiy  raticmale  stated  (page  2-61) 
for  this  omission  is  "'conflict  with  a  major  sewer  line"  and 
"station  spacing  concerns/' 

However,  diagrams  in  the  DSEIR  depict  the  sewer  line  as 
being  located  at  what  would  be  the  mezzanine  level  witii 
the  subway  beneatli  it  anyway,  i'hei-e  is  no  analytical 
tjasis  provided  for  an  assumption  tliat  a  station 
tnezzanine  layout  workaround  is  not  pciHsible. 
Furthermijre,  sewer  lines  an^  being  relocated  at  other 
locations.  There  is  no  analytical  basis  provided  for  a 
conclusion  that  is  not  passible  here. 

Station  spacing  concerns  are  one  of  many  factoi's  in 
locating  stations  and  not  necessarily  the  principal 
consideration.  In  terms  of  transit  sei-vice  connections,  it  is 
INDISPUT'ABLB  that  locating  the  station  closer  to 
Mission  Street  would  be  superior  en vimnmen tally. 
Mission  Street  is  a  principal  regiCMiai  mass  transit 
corridor,  heavily  utilized  by  Golden  Gate  Transit  and 
SamTrans  bus  lines.  It  is  also  a  major  MUNI  bus  route.  As 


AE-1 


AE-2 
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a  practical  matter,  it  will  be  approximately  a  1,000  foot  walk  from  a  wh«re  a 
southbound  car  would  $t«>p  in  a  Central  Subway  Station  between  Howard 
and  Fblsom  Street  and  Mission  Street  «^nd  an  also  equal  distance  from  the 
Union  Square /Market  Stmet  Statiort.  An  alternate  Mission /Howard 
Station  would  cut  that  distance  in  half  southbound^  aiKl  minimize  it 
northbound.  The  DSEIR  docs  not  provide  esstiniale  of  the  number  of  riders 
who  wou[d  be  making  these  transfers. 

Moreover,  the  DSEIR  totally  Igiwes  -  fails  to  discuss  -  the  distributim^  of 
Iravel  demand  m  the  Yerba  Buena  District  It  Is  INDISPUTABLE  thai  the 
principal  sources  ol  demand  are  all  located  on  or  north  of  Howard  Street, 
includiiig  all  the  major  retail  comptexes.  Downtown  Community  College, 
Moscone  Centeiv  entrances  to  Yerba  Buena  Gardens,  and  large  employers 
such  as  hotels,  it  is  INDISPUTABLE  that  current  MUNI  rlder$hip  on  the  30 
Stockton  and  parallel  routes  drops  off  dramatically  south  of  Mission  Street. 
Most  riders  going/ a>ming  further  south  are  destined  for  CalTrain  or  the 
Ballpark;  very  few  get  on  or  off  at  Foisom  Street.  Yet  Folsom  Street  Is 
proposed  as  the  main  station  entrance  for  the  Howard /Foisom  Moscone 
Stationi  And  those  limited  number  of  neighborhood  residents  now 
boardi  rig /getting  off  at  Foisom  Street  wilt  continue  to  prefer  the  surface  30 
Stpcklon  route  because  it  will  offer  many  more  cojwenient  stops  norlh  of 
Market  Street  especially  close  to  their  scattered  Chinatown  mid  North 
Beach  destinations,  rather  than  jual  the  one  station  planned  in  Chinatown. 

For  the  above  reasons  is  INDISPUTABLI  that  a  Moscone  Station  between 
Misaion/ Howard  Streets  woyld  provide  superior  service,  both  for  regional 
and  local  demand,  compared  to  a  station  one  block  farther  south.  This  is 
impossltjle  to  ra^onaliy  deny, 

Iherefore,  the  DlSEIR's  failure  to  include  for  full  analysis  a  alternale 
Mission/Howard  Moscone  Station  locaiioit  is  arbitrary  and  capricious, 
airtd  f^ils  to  meet  the  minlintim  legal  requiremetils  of  CEQA* 

But  aside  from  the  question  of  transportation  planning,  the  alternative  is 
even  more  significant  for  foil  EIR  analysis  because  of  the  impacts  of  project 
conslruction  resulting  from  the  proposed  I  loward  /  Polsom  Mosconc 
Station  locatiort^  as  described  below. 

6.0  Construction  Im&acts 

-'  '  "  '  — " —    '  — t  

The  DSEIR  utterly  fails  to  discuss  the  special  vuhierabilltics  of  our  senior 
housing  and  it3  frail  elderly  resident.. 
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TODCO's  Wooif  Mouse  low-income  senior  housmg  Is  located  at  the 
southwest  comer  of  Fourth  and  Howard  Street,  directly  adjacent  to  tl\e 
proposed  Moscone  Center  Station.  Its  front  door  is  on  Howard  Street  hut 
its  garage  and  service  eatrances  are  located  on  Fourth  Street.  All  its  utility 
service  connections  are  to  Fourth  Street.  The  building  cannot  be  closed  to 
facilitate  construction  disruptions  along  Fourth  Street  for  several  years. 

Many  of  the  280  elderly /disabled  residents  of  its  212  living  units  are  very 
frail,  mobility  impaired,  or  wheelchair  users.  At  least  30  suffer  from 
respiratory  illnesses.  And  a  sig^nificant  number  are  horaebound. 

The  DSEIR  provides  no  analysis  of  the  impacts  of  the  proposed  cut-and- 
cover  construction  construction  of  Moscone  Station  on  this  especially 
vulnerable  population.  There  is  no  discussion  of  noise  impacts,  especially 
on  the  homebound.  All  building  windows  are  single  pane.  There  is  no 
discussion  of  air  quality  impacts,  especially  on  apartments  along  Fourth 
Street-  Open  windows  provide  the  only  fresh  air  to  these  apartments.  The 
DSEIR  authors  are  well  aw^are  the  property  is  seruor  housing,  but  have 
failed  to  make  an  inquiry  to  determine  the  status  of  its  residents  or  the 
vulnerability  oi  the  building  systems  to  construction  impacts. 

Therefore,  the  DESEIR's  failure  to  inchide  a  full  analysis  of  the  public 
health  nnpacts  of  construction  on  known  vulnerable  poptilations 
adjacent  to  cut-and-covcr  construction  location  is  arbitrary  and 
capricious,  failing  to  meet  the  minimum  legal  requirements  of  CEQA. 

TODCO's  Ceatricc  Polite  Apartments  senior  housing  is  located  on 
Clementina  Street,  approximately  100  feet  we.st  of  Fourth  Street,  The 
adjacent  lot  (now  the  Union  76  gas  station)  and  Clementina  Street  are 
proposed  to  be  the  staging  and  access  areas  for  cc^nstruction  of  the 
Moscone  Station, 

The  status  of  its  120  residents  living  in  91  units,  and  the  building  itself,  are 
essentially  the  same  as  VVoolf  House,  with  the  same  issues  of  noise  and  air 
quality  impact?;. 

Additionally,  a  permanent  vent  shaft  is  proposed  to  be  located  directly 
adjacent  to  the  Ceatricc  Polite  Apartments.  The  details  of  this  shaft  are  not 
c[ear  in  tl"ic  DESEIR  -  its  function  and  its  operations.  So  full  comments  are 
not  even  possible.  Sound  and  air  quality  impacts  would  again  be  the  key 
issues  that  must  be  fully  analyzed  by  the  EIR. 
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During  construction,  Clementina  Streel  is  prdposed  to  be  closed  to  provide 
access  to  the  Moscone  Statlpn  worksite..  Details  are  not  dmr  in  the  DSEIR, 
so  full  comments  are  not  possible.  But  presumably  access  to  the  Ceatric© 
Polite  Apartments  parking  lot  about  150  feet  west  of  Potirih  Street  would 
be  maintained;  if  not  the  property  becomes  dy afunclionai  This  must  be 
discussed.  Moreover,  th«  nuinber  of  construction  vehicles  that  would  yse 
Clementina  Street  to  get  to  this  access  point  must  be  discussed.  The 
potential  noise,  aircjuality^  and  pedestrian  safely  impacts  of  ihese  vehicles 
may  be  significant^  given  that  the  main  entry  to  Ceatrice  Polite  Apartments 
and  Clementina  Towers  public  housing  is  located  there. 

Moreover,  use  of  ClementliM  Street  lor  construction  access  lo  the  Moscone 
Station  may  block  Its  pedestrian  use.  This  woyld  be  a  serious  impact  for  tlie 
elderly  md  disabled  residents  of  Cealrice  Polite  Apprtmenls  and 
Clementina  Towers  since  this  is  their  only  route  to  Fourth  Street  and 
destinations  south  and  east  Any  detour  is  much  longer,  either  norlh  to 
Howard  Street  or  wa^  to  Fifth  Street  such  ll'i*it  many  residents  will  simply 
not  attempt  it.  This  also  is  not  addressed  at  all  in  the  DEIR 

All  these  major  conslryctlon  impacts  on  Wooll' House,  Cealrice  Pollle 
Apartments,  and  Clementina  Towers  disappear  if  the  Moscone  Station  is 
instead  localecl  in  the  alternate  Howard /Miss  I  on  location.  That  block  is 
bordered  by  Moscone  West  the  Yerba  Buena  Garage  (which  could  provide 
a  station  entrance  inside  it)  and  the  Melreoa  thus  construction  impacts 
v¥puld  be  much  less  given  there  are  no  residents. 

Conciusiori 

We  cannot  allow  thi^  gravely  defective  document  to  becx^me  the 
determining  environmental  basis  for  Ihe  Cental  Subway  project.  If  the 
analyses  described  above  aiT  not  done^  and  an  alternate  Moscone  Station 
location  between  ?vlis>^ion  and  I  loward  SU'ceis  is  not  evaluated,  we  will 
certsinly  appeal  the  lilR's  Certification  and  then  if  necessary  proceed  with 
litigation. 

Our  residents  deserve  no  less.  Obviously  the  Central  Subway  team  thinks 
they  do  not  matler. 


AE-9 
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John  Elberling 
President/ CEO 
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Responses  to  Letter  AE 
AE-1 

The  alternative  station  site  recommended  by  the  commenter  was  evaluated  as  part  of  a  comprehensive 
reconsideration  of  the  Moscone  Station  location  in  2005.  As  stated  in  the  SEIS/SEIR  on  page  2-60,  a 
Moscone  Station  located  on  Fourth  Street  between  Mission  and  Howard  was  also  recommended  by  a  cost 
reduction  panel  convened  by  SFMTA.  Further  evaluation  of  this  alternative,  however,  revealed  conflicts 
with  the  major  crosstown  sewer  transport  that  is  located  under  Fourth  Street  between  Mission  and 
Howard  Streets.  While  minor  sewer  lines  are  routinely  relocated,  relocation  of  a  major  transport  line, 
such  as  this  one,  is  a  major  and  costly  undertaking.  The  sewer  transport  is  an  eight-foot  diameter  line  that 
collects  and  carries  waste  to  the  North  Beach  treatment  facility.  It  runs  along  Mission  Street,  turning 
south  at  Fourth  Street,  and  continues  west  on  Howard  Street.  The  sewer  line  was  relocated  to  this 
segment  of  Fourth  Street  to  provide  a  connection  to  the  Moscone  Center  when  it  was  constructed.  The 
top  of  the  transport  line  is  located  20-feet  below  the  surface  of  Fourth  Street  and  would  extend  through 
the  potential  station  site.  The  Central  Subway  deep  tunnel  would  run  below  the  sewer  line.  Relocation  of 
the  sewer  transport  line  is  not  feasible  as  it  was  specifically  located  to  serve  Moscone  Center  and  the 
diameter  of  the  sewer  transport  line  would  preclude  a  simple  design  solution. 

SFMTA  reviewed  issues  associated  with  spacing  of  the  stations  south  of  Market  Street  in  consultation 
with  the  San  Francisco  Planning  Department.  The  station  location  between  Folsom  and  Howard  Streets 
was  preferred  as  this  site  would  serve  approximately  2,210  housing  units  (existing  and  proposed)  within  a 
one-quarter  mile  radius  of  the  station  with  the  potential  for  an  additional  615  units  on  soft-sites  in  the 
market  capture  area.  The  station  would  also  serve  approximately  9,350  jobs  (existing  and  proposed)  in 
the  area,  the  highest  of  any  station  on  the  corridor.  Based  on  station  spacing  studies,  it  was  determined 
that  the  Union  Square/Market  Street  Station  would  overlap  the  Moscone  Center  service  area  and  that 
greater  consideration  should  be  given  to  serving  jobs  and  housing  rather  than  the  special  event  center. 
The  service  gap  in  the  South  of  Market  area  was  addressed  by  the  addition  of  a  surface  station  on  Fourth 
Street  between  Brarman  and  Bryant  in  Alternative  3B. 

The  combination  of  these  two  issues  resulted  in  selection  of  the  Moscone  Station  site  between  Folsom  and 
Howard  Streets.  The  station  access  points  were  located  closer  to  the  residential  units  on  Folsom  Street 
because  of  the  limited  space  for  off-site  station  access  at  Fourth  and  Howard  Streets  and  security  concerns 
related  to  a  direct  connection  to  their  site  raised  by  Moscone  Center  representatives. 
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The  basis  for  these  decisions  is  further  discussed  in  the  "Working  Paper  Task  1.6-11  Additional  Station 
Location  and  Access  Studies,  Revision  May  24,  2005"  background  document  cited  on  page  2-61  of  the 
SEIS/SEIR  and  available  for  review  at  the  Planning  Department. 

The  following  text  changes  are  recommended  for  the  end  of  the  first  paragraph,  page  2-61  to  further 
document  this  analysis: 

"The  fourth  option  between  Mission  and  Howard  Streets  was  eliminated  due  to  the 
conflict  with  an  ma4eF-eight-foot  diameter  sewer  transport  line  on  Fourth  Street  in  this 
afea  between  Howard  and  Mission  Streets,  and  station  spacing  concerns  given  the 
proximity  of  the  Moscone  Station  between  Mission  and  Howard  Streets  and  a  Union 
Square/Market  Street  Station  between  Market  and  Geary  Streets.  The  sewer  transport  line 
was  recentlv  relocated  to  this  block  of  Fourth  Street  specifically  to  provide  a  cormection 
to  Moscone  Center,  so  moving  the  major  sewer  line  is  not  feasible  due  to  its  size  and 
service  connection  to  Moscone  Center.  The  eight-foot  diameter  of  the  sewer  line,  which 
would  penetrate  a  station  at  this  location,  would  preclude  simple  design  solutions.  In 
addition,  shifting  the  station  north  to  Mission  Street  would  cause  greater  overlap  of  the 
Union  Square/Market  Street  Station  service  areas  and  would  create  a  service  gap  between 
the  Fourth  and  King  Station  and  Mission  Street,  thereby  serving  a  smaller  population  and 
employment  base  in  South  of  Market." 

AE-2 

See  Response  to  Comment  AD-1  for  discussion  of  station  spacing.  The  commenter  contends  that  a 
Moscone  Station  located  at  Mission  Street  would  be  the  enviroimientally  superior  alternative;  but  that  is 
not  the  conclusion  reached  by  the  design  or  environmental  technical  teams.  Not  only  would  there  be 
otherwise  avoidable  significant  impacts  to  utilities  (main  sewer  line)  with  the  Mission  Street  Station,  but 
there  would  also  be  a  smaller  population  and  employment  base  served  by  the  Central  Subway.  Mission 
Street  is  a  major  transit  corridor  in  the  City,  however,  Market  Street  is  the  single  most  heavily  traveled 
transit  corridor  in  the  City.  The  service  area  of  the  Union  Square/Market  Street  Station  already  overlaps 
with  the  service  area  of  a  Moscone  Station  located  between  Folsom  and  Howard  Streets  (both  of  which 
already  include  Mission  and  Market  Streets).  By  moving  the  station  further  north  to  Mission  Street,  a 
service  gap  is  created  in  the  South  of  Market  District.  Given  the  substantial  environmental  and  design 
issues  associated  with  the  move  of  the  Moscone  Station  to  Mission  Street,  fiirther  analysis  of  the  transfer 
patterns  between  the  Central  Subway  Project  was  not  warranted. 
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AE-3 

Travel  demand  in  the  Yerba  Buena  area  was  assessed  as  part  of  the  background  studies  that  were 
conducted  to  select  the  station  sites  that  were  evaluated  in  the  SEIS/SEIR  as  noted  in  Response  to 
Comment  AE-1.  Ridership  on  most  north/south  lines  drop  off  south  of  Market  and  Mission  Streets  as 
noted  by  the  commenter.  While  there  may  be  lower  bus  ridership  today,  the  number  of  transit  patrons  is 
projected  to  increase  in  the  future  in  this  area  due  to  growth  and  improved  travel  times  to  Union  Square 
and  Chinatown  by  subway.  The  station  access  at  Folsom  Street  provides  a  greater  degree  of  rail  service 
access  to  those  residing  and  doing  business  south  of  Folsom  Street  than  would  occur  if  the  station  location 
was  shifted  north.  Mission  Street  already  falls  within  the  one  quarter  mile  service  radius  of  the  Union 
Square/Market  Street  Station. 

AE-4 

The  commenter' s  statement  that  "a  Moscone  Station  located  at  Mission  Street  would  provide  superior 
transit  service  is  indisputable"  is  not  supported  by  the  background  analysis  that  was  done  to  determine 
station  locations.  The  decision  to  reject  the  Mission  Street  station  location  from  further  analysis  in  the 
SEIS/SEIR  was  based  on  an  evaluation  of  the  facts  in  a  process  that  was  consistent  with  the  reasonable 
standards  outlined  in  the  CEQA  requirements.  See  Response  to  Conmients  AE-1  through  AE-3. 

AE-5 

Station  access  along  Fourth  Street  between  Clementina  and  Folsom  Streets  provides  accessibility  to  the 
senior  population  that  resides  in  the  Woolf  House;  it  is  within  one  block  of  Clementina  Street  along 
Fourth  Street  where  the  station  escalator  and  elevator  are  shown  on  Figure  2-20  on  page  2-45.  Bus 
service  on  the  30  and  45  lines  would  also  be  available,  thereby  providing  numerous  travel  choices.  There 
would,  however,  be  impacts  to  the  business  and  resident  populations  in  the  vicinity  of  the  stations  during 
the  construction  period.  These  are  summarized  in  Sections  6.3  through  6.15  of  the  SEIS/SEIR. 

Access  to  the  businesses  and  residences  along  Fourth  Street  would  be  maintained  during  construction  of 
the  project,  though  special  provisions  may  be  required  to  provide  access  during  the  construction  period. 
Business  access  to  the  Woolf  House  is  also  provided  along  Howard  Street  which  would  not  be  impacted 
by  construction.  Air  Quality  and  Noise  impacts  and  mitigation  measures  are  described  in  Sections  6.14 
and  6.15.  The  dust  and  exhaust  emissions  control  measures  that  would  be  required  to  minimize 
construction-related  air  quality  impacts  are  described  on  pages  6-110  to  6-113  of  the  SEIS/SEIR.  The 
SFMTA  would  be  required  to  meet  the  San  Francisco  Noise  Ordinance  limits  during  the  construction 
phase  and  the  contractor  would  be  required  to  hire  an  acoustical  consultant  to  prepare  a  Noise  and 
Vibration  Control  Plan  that  would  identify  all  potential  impacts  during  construction  and  would  provide 
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adequate  control  measures  to  clearly  demonstrate  that  the  noise  and  vibration  criteria  and  limits  presented 
in  the  SEIS/SEIR  would  be  maintained  (see  pages  6-117  and  6-118  of  the  SEIS/SEIR).  In  addition,  a 
Mitigation  Monitoring  and  Reporting  Program,  designed  to  ensure  implementation  of  adopted  mitigation 
measures,  has  been  developed  and  is  attached  as  Appendix  I  of  the  SEIS/SEIR. 

Once  a  project  is  selected  and  the  final  design  phase  is  initiated,  a  detailed  construction  management  plan 
would  be  prepared.  Outreach  to  the  affected  communities  and  notification  of  construction  schedules  and 
potential  disruptions  would  occur.  Construction  complaint  lines  would  be  established  to  promptly  resolve 
construction-related  issues  that  arise. 

The  SEIS/SIER  adequately  analyzes  environmental  impacts  and  proposes  mitigation  measures  that  will 
minimize  most  impacts  to  a  level  of  insignificant.  More  detailed  studies  to  further  clarify  and  refine 
mitigation  will  supplement  the  analysis  as  the  project  moves  forward.  The  analysis  meets  reasonable 
standards  set  forth  by  CEQA  was  not  conducted  in  an  arbitrary  and  capricious  manner  as  stated  by  the 
commenter. 

AE-6 

See  Response  to  Comment  AE-5. 
AE-7 

See  Responses  to  Comment  K-1  and  AA-36.  As  noted  on  page  2-9  of  the  SEIS/SEIR,  above  ground 
emergency  ventilation  shafts  have  been  incorporated  into  the  project  since  adoption  of  the  1998  Final 
EIS/EIR,  to  replace  in-street  ventilation  in  order  to  meet  current  fire  codes.  These  vent  shafts  would 
operate  only  during  a  system  emergency  or  during  periodic  testing  of  the  emergency  response  system. 
Regulations  governing  the  placement  of  the  ventilation  shafts  are  intended  to  keep  them  elevated  above 
any  directly  adjacent  structures.  The  Moscone  Station  for  Alternative  3  is  described  on  page  2-28.  The 
vent  shaft  would  be  26  feet  above  the  station  building.  See  page  5-79  for  a  description  of  the  noise 
impacts  associated  with  the  vent  shafts.  No  adverse  noise  impacts  are  anticipated  in  conjunction  with  the 
operation  of  the  ventilation  shafts  since  they  must  meet  requirements  of  the  San  Francisco  Noise 
Ordinance. 

The  vent  shafts  are  a  life/safety  feature  intended  to  ventilate  the  stations  in  the  event  of  an  emergency, 
such  as  a  fire,  in  which  case  the  fans  would  be  turned  on  and  smoke  would  escape  through  the  vent  shafts 
to  protect  the  safety  of  the  patrons  in  the  station.  There  would  be  no  exhaust  coming  out  of  the  vents 
unless  there  was  an  emergency  incident. 
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Ambient  air  quality  standards  are  designed  to  protect  segments  of  the  population  most  susceptible  to  the 
adverse  effects  of  pollutants  or  sensitive  receptors  that  include  the  very  young,  the  elderly,  people  weak 
from  disease  or  illness,  or  persons  doing  heavy  work  or  exercise.  Sensitive  receptors  for  air  quality 
analysis  include:  Yerba  Buena  Center,  Union  Square,  Gordon  Lau  Elementary  School  playground,  Willie 
"Woo  Woo"  Wong  Playground,  and  Washington  Square  Park,  (page  4-112  and  page  4-120,  Air  Quahty 
Section  4.11).  In  addition,  residential  areas  are  considered  to  be  sensitive  receptors,  thus  the  senior 
housing  located  on  Clementina  Street  is  included  as  a  sensitive  receptor. 

AE-8 

Vehicular  and  pedestrian  access  to  Clementina  Street  and  local  properties  along  the  street  would  be 
maintained  during  the  Central  Subway  construction.  As  noted  on  page  6-26,  construction  of  the  Moscone 
Station  would  require  temporary  lanes  closures  of  Fourth  Street  for  a  period  of  10  to  12  months  between 
Folsom  and  Howard  for  installation  of  the  shoring  systems  for  station  construction.  Once  the  street  is 
fully  decked  over,  the  station  construction  would  continue  underground  and  spoils  or  materials  would  be 
delivered  via  Clementina  Street.  Truck  traffic  for  the  hauling  away  of  spoils  or  the  delivery  of 
construction  materials  would  last  the  duration  of  the  construction  period.  It  is  estimated  that  an  average 
of  25  daily  truck  trips  would  be  generated  over  a  one-year  period  at  the  Moscone  Station  during 
construction  (Alternative  3B).  Temporary  noise,  air  quality,  and  circulation  impacts  would  occur 
adjacent  to  these  construction  sites  as  documented  in  Sections  6.3,  6.14,  and  6.15  along  the  corridor. 
These  temporary  construction  impacts  were  determined  to  be  less-than-significant  when  appropriate 
mitigation  measures  are  implemented.  These  mitigation  measures  are  described  for  each  technical  topic 
in  Chapter  6.0  of  the  SEIS/SEIR. 

AE-9 

City  regulations  require  that  pedestrian  access  to  adjacent  businesses  and  residences  be  maintained  during 
construction  activities.  Some  rerouting  of  pedestrian  traffic  may  however  be  required.  Construction 
management  plans  would  take  into  account  the  access  needs  of  adjacent  properties  as  they  are  developed 
and  monitoring  of  construction  activities  would  ensure  a  prompt  response  if  problems  develop. 

The  text  of  the  third  sentence,  third  paragraph  of  page  6-26  is  amended  as  follows  to  clarify  pedestrian 
impacts: 

"During  installation  of  the  secant  piles  used  for  shoring,  the  sidewalks  would  be  either 
closed  to  pedestrians  (onlv  on  segments  that  do  not  provide  direct  access  to  adjacent 
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buildings)  or  protective  barriers  erected  to  separate  the  public  from  the  construction 
activities." 

AE-10 

The  commenter  is  correct  that  the  impacts  at  Folsom  Street  would  be  eliminated  if  the  station  moved 
north  to  Mission  Street,  however,  a  new  set  of  impacts  would  occur  at  Mission  Street.  The  impacts 
associated  with  the  main  sewer  transport  line  and  the  reduced  service  area  are  described  in  responses  AE- 
1  and  AE-2.  While  the  construction  impacts  outlined  for  a  Moscone  Station  located  between  Folsom  and 
Howard  Streets  are  considered  less-than-significant,  the  disruption  of  a  major  (eight-foot  diameter)  sewer 
transport  line  if  the  station  were  moved  north  to  Mission  Street  would  be  considered  a  significant  impact 
because  of  disruption  to  a  major  utility  system. 

AE-11 

Comment  regarding  the  adequacy  of  the  enviroimiental  document  is  noted.  The  analysis  requested  by  the 
commenter  has  been  completed  and  is  included  in  background  documents  and  the  amended  text  of  the 
SEIS/SEIR  as  noted  above.  The  SEIS/SEIR  has  been  prepared  in  accordance  with  CEQA  and  NEPA 
guidelines  and  the  planning  process  for  the  Central  Subway  Project  has  been  comprehensive  and  included 
niimerous  public  hearings  and  meetings  as  documented  in  Chapter  11. 0  Coordination  and  Consultation. 
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Letter  AF 


^25  SltK-klon  Sl/cet 
San  f  iji»ci«(n  CnNlVsrni.i  94t08 
TeiepJioiie:  |4]S)  192-1500 


Fl     ^E.  I 1^ 


DEC  1  \  200? 


DeceiHber  10, 2007 


CITY  &  CDUNTY 


Bill  Wyeka 

Acling  I'jivifonniental  Review  Officer 
San  Francisco  Planning  Dc|>8Timcnl 
]  650  Mission  Street,  Suiic  40U 
Hun  Frairtciscc'i,  t  !A  *)4fQ3i 


Re:Cesitral  Subway  Draft  SBIS/SI^IR 


Dear  Mr.  Wycko^ 

MembfU'ii  of  our  chyrch  liav©  reviewed  the  cnviranmcnial  documieiil  and  liave  lite  fonci^ving 
cmnrneniis  and  questions: 

1 .  Our  clniix;li  supports^  the  cnliancenwnt  of  transit  service  to  Chinatown  cneukd  by  the  subwtiiy. 

2.  Plaoeinefii  of  sub^^'ay  statiaiis  Is  a  critical  decision;  the  impacts  of  Jitulion  placeiJiejil  and 
dci'e-lopincnt  should  be  tlM>roughiy  cvaluatcd- 

y.   Ihoiigh  the  local  prct^iTcd  Hltcrnativu  would  plate  tlie  Chinatown  slation  at  814  Stockton  St., 
Vi'c  are  awnre  lhat  the  Municipal  Imniiportatiun  A|;en€.v  could  sclec?  Altemativc  3B,  which 
could  place  the  station  next  to  our  church,  f  l  hciti  is  an  critif  on  p,  5-39^  (his  iocalicn  Is 
between  Wiishsnglon  and  Clay,  not  Wiuihinyton  imd  Jtickso'n.|  We  aie  gtaCitled  thai  unrfcr 
Kwan  HcEnni's,  prcliminaiy  design  for  this  sluslion,  tht*  height  of  the  development  steps  down 
fTOm  the  corner  of  Wiislitngtcti  and  Siockion  to  the  portion  ot"Slockti.>n  Streei  next  to  our 
church,  liecanse  Ihe  rcmodctitig  of  our  churcli  placed  vviiiilows  on  the  noilh-faciiigsidc  of 
the  biiiidiog,  we  arc  still  eorKcraeil  ahinit  She  p^issible  ittipMcl  of  the  station  on  light  and  air, 
We  would  ^iI-jo  like  a  study  of  liow  the  bcw  con.struction  would  allccl  fhc  wind.  Sircc  {he 
oonstJiiction  of  Mandarin  Towers,  tlu:  wind  iumjel  ihat  was  created  by  this  bPildi^gmaNcs  it 
very  difficult  for  many  (sf  our  community'is  Jicniur  citi/tens  to  w<ilk  safely.  We  wi«it 
assurariicc  that  die  wind  sitttatit>n  will  not  gel  tuiy  %wrsu.  We  itre  concerned  also  about  the 
location  of  «he  vent  shafts  and  any  noise  that  may  be  a5asix:iattHl  with  tlie  veniing.  Our  church 
jct^ucsls  10  be  ^)cliwly  involved  in  any  design  review  of  the  station,  especially  if  the  M  J'A 
selects  ^39  Stockton  St,    ths  site. 

4,  To  thai  end,  we  want  to  be  sure  about  the  nature  of  the  reviews  the  subway  Stations  ivqwi  re. 
At  whftt  point  will  MTA  chmse  its  aUernativc?  Li  Table  2-9  in  the  EIR  complete?  Will  the 
suhwiay  slaiion?  be  suhjeel  u\  lunher  environruenJal  review?  Will  line  sUilions  and  f  leif 
designs  be  iipproved  as  part  of  Ihc  tol«l  st^bwwy  pnyeci  or  undei  sejiiarate  actions? 
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5.  As  part  of  the  ChiBato^'m  oommwnit)'^  mv  dmrch  ts  CDrtcemed  aljoiil  (he  residents  Mid  small 
biisjjTicsses  that  would  l^c  affected  by     ptoject.  We  would  like  to  see  a  motn  duiaibd 
descilplion  of  tlie  msEigaciocis  pnopo^  by  Ml  A  to  address  tlie  dispkc^jmeiit  impacts. 

6.  Wt*  especially  wuld  urge  thial  flicrc  be  m  mmtmctim  jjetlvily  on  Sundays, 

7.  The  Affecled  Catvtr&iinicnL-Land  Ihe  chaptier  of  th&  EWl  cmphasizm  the  cpmmcrcbi  and 
residential  uses,  in  Chinatowti,  hut  sieemK  its  sujggcst  tfyat  schtwils  and  other  institudons  are 
"exoeptiojis"  to  tiie  normal  paEtcra  of  land  mc^  cm  Stociiton  Street:,  When  tM  Flamng 
Deparlmenl  updatcsd  the  GencF^il  Plm  for  Chinatown  m  the  J  9$0%  U  em^adied 
ChinntDwit's  three  roles — as  a.  residential/ccimmereiail  lieighhdrhtstod,  vi:sJtor  ^f>tcT 
"capital  city."  The  liaranrapili  cm  Chinaiowrt  shotald  he  mwrliim  to  mas^gmw  that  instilutions 
mie  asi  ifltegraJ  part  of  Chtmittmii,  the  hifslwic  tear!  of  the  ChiiKsc-AnTerican  commiinity, 

8.  Kcial^xl  to  this  poim,  Table  4-7  (PUBLIC  AND  COMMUNETY  FAClUTfES  WITIilN  TUB 
CORRIDOR)  omitted  several  comtKiunity  facilities  oti  or  near  the  suh^vsay,  iiicMtng  the 
Chiiic.He  Iftstorica^  Society^  at  965  CEay  Si.;  DetMEdina  Camenott  Ilottse,  aX  920  Siseriuiieiito 
St.;  the  cy natowm  YMCA.  at  $55  S»^mmmtQ  St.i  thf  Fk'&t.  Chinese  B^plM  Chtirdi,  E5 
Waverl)'  PI.;  sand,  jijiall)',  our  church,  the  Vtmbytrnkm  CliiMeh  in  ChinatowiJ.  at  925  Stockton 


We  look  forward  to  yam  icsponiscs  to  our  cormmrats  and  qpi&s^lioiSS, 

Adopted  by  aclmn  ai'Smuo^  |tlie  chturch''s  gom'j^iBg  bodyj  M  its  I3^mher9  Eweeting,  Signed 
behalfof  tiiye  Session. 


David  Mote 
Moderator 


Ma^'  Wtmg  hc*>ng 
(3mk 
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Responses  to  Letter  AF 
AF-1 

Comment  noted  regarding  support  by  the  Church  for  the  enhancement  of  transit  service  to  Chinatown 
provided  by  the  subway  project. 

AF-2 

Impacts  of  the  Chinatown  Station  alternatives  are  described  in  Section  3.0  for  traffic,  parking  and  transit 
pedestrian  access,  Section  5.0  for  operation  of  the  subway  project,  and  Section  6.0  for  construction- 
related  impacts.  The  impacts  of  the  Chinatown  Station  alternatives  are  evaluated  for  all  environmental 
topics. 

AF-3 

The  description  on  page  5-39  for  the  Chinatown  Station  under  Alternative  3B  is  revised  to  note  that  the 
underground  station  extends  to  Jackson  Street,  but  the  access  point  is  at  Clay  Street. 

The  Presbyterian  Church  in  Chinatown,  and  other  adjacent  properties  to  the  933-949  Washington  Street 
station  location,  will  be  included  in  community  outreach  meetings  during  development  of  the  architectural 
design  for  the  above-ground  station  that  will  occur  following  certification  of  the  SEIS/SEIR.  Transit- 
oriented  development  could  be  proposed  as  part  of  an  independent  project  for  the  station  in  the  future  and 
would  be  subject  to  independent  environmental  review  once  a  specific  proposal  is  defined.  The  SFMTA 
station  entry  would  require  only  a  one-story  building,  however,  for  purposes  of  the  worst-case 
environmental  analysis  it  is  assumed  that  a  65 -foot  high  building  could  be  permitted  under  existing 
zoning.  A  conceptual  station  design  was  developed  for  this  SEIS/SEIR  to  show  the  extent  of  the  build-out 
area  that  would  meet  City  codes  and  zoning.  A  shadow  analysis  of  the  conceptual  building  profile  has 
been  added  to  the  SEIS/SEIR  (Appendix  K).  No  shadows  from  the  Chinatown  Station  would  be  cast  onto 
the  Presbyterian  Church  because  the  station  would  be  north  of  the  church 

The  text  of  the  first  sentence,  last  paragraph  on  page  5-39  is  revised  as  follows: 

"The  access  to  the  Chinatown  Station  for  Fourth/Stockton  Alignment  Option  B  would  be 
located  on  the  west  side  of  Stockton  Street  between  Washington  and  Jackson  Clav  Streets 
(see  Figures  5-12  and  5-13).  The  underground  station  platform  would  extend  to  Jackson 
Street." 
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AF-4 

The  station  designs  for  the  SEIS/SEIR  are  conceptual  only  and  provide  a  building  envelop  for  analysis. 
Wind  studies  are  generally  done  for  buildings  over  85  feet  in  height.  In  addition,  wind  impacts  from  new 
construction  are  site  and  design  specific.  Without  the  benefit  of  a  specific  design  and  given  the  potential 
maximum  height  of  the  building  at  65  feet,  a  wind  study  was  not  warranted  at  this  time. 

AF-5 

Noise  from  vent  shafts  would  be  less-than-significant  from  the  passage  of  underground  trains  and  the 
testing  and  operation  of  the  emergency  ventilation  fans.  This  noise  would  not  be  audible  over 
background  noise.  The  vent  shafts  would  be  designed  to  meet  the  noise  level  limits  of  the  San  Francisco 
Noise  Ordinance.  No  adverse  impacts  are  anticipated  since  these  facilities  would  be  designed  to  comply 
with  the  San  Francisco  Noise  Ordinance,  (page  5-79  of  the  SEIS/SEIR)  Sound  attenuation  will  be 
provided  on  all  ventilation  openings.  Specific  measures  for  the  abatement  of  noise  levels  from  the  vent 
shafts  will  be  determined  during  preliminary  and  final  design.  MTA  will  continue  to  involve  the  church 
and  Chinatown  representatives  during  project  design. 

AF-6 

SFMTA  selected  a  Locally  Preferred  Alternative  at  the  February  19,  2008  meeting  of  the  Board,  however, 
the  Project  is  not  scheduled  to  be  adopted  by  SFMTA  until  fall  of  2008,  following  certification  of  the 
Final  SEIS/SEIR.  The  LPA  was  revised  from  3A  to  SB,  with  the  station  entry  at  933-949  Washington 
Street.  Table  2-9  for  Agency  Approvals  for  the  proposed  project  is  complete  and  identifies  the  project 
approval  by  SFMTA.  This  SEIS/SEIR  studies  a  generalized  conceptual  design  for  an  above-ground 
station  that  would  meet  the  City  zoning  guidelines.  A  specific  transit-oriented  development  proposal  for 
the  Chinatown  Station  would  be  subject  to  independent  enviroimiental  review,  design  review,  and  project 
approval  by  the  Planning  Department  prior  to  approval  by  the  SFMTA. 

AF-7 

Acquisition  and  Displacement  impacts  and  mitigation  measures  are  described  in  Section  6.5.2  on  pages  6- 
48  to  6-54  of  the  SEIS/SEIR,  and  elaborated  in  Response  to  Comment  A-4. 

AF-8 

Limiting  above-ground  construction  activities  on  Sundays  could  be  a  part  of  the  Conditions  of  Approval 
by  the  SFMTA  Board,  if  determined  feasible. 
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I 


AF-9 

Text  revisions  as  noted  below  will  be  incorporated  to  further  define  the  role  of  Chinatown. 

The  following  text  is  added  to  the  end  of  the  fourth  paragraph,  page  4-6: 

"Chinatown's  role  as  a  residential  and  commercial  neighborhood,  visitor  center  and 
"capital  city"  is  highlighted  in  the  Chinatown  Plan." 

The  text  in  the  sixth  sentence,  second  paragraph,  page  4-23  is  revised  as  follows: 

"Other  exceptions  to  the  primary  land  uses  include  a  A  Post  Office  and  several  schools, 
including  the  Chinese  Central  High  School  and  Gordon  Lau  Elementary  School  are 
located  between  Clay  and  Washington  Streets.  The  St.  Mary's  Chinese  Catholic  Center  is 
located  on  the  northeast  comer  of  Stockton  and  Clay  Streets  and  the  Sun  Yat-Sen 
Memorial  Hall  is  on  the  east  side  of  Stockton  Street.  The  Willie  "Woo  Woo"  Wong 
Playground  (formerly  Chinese  Playground),  on  Sacramento  Street  just  east  of  Stockton 
Street,  is  the  only  open  space  along  the  Corridor  north  of  Union  Square.  These 
institutions  are  an  integral  part  of  Chinatown,  the  historic  heart  of  the  Chinese-American 
community." 

AF-10 

Comment  regarding  the  omission  of  several  community  facilities  is  noted. 

Table  4-7,  page  4-37  is  amended  as  follows  to  include  the  community  facilities  that  were  previously 
omitted. 


TABLE  4-7 

PUBLIC  AND  COMMUNITY  FACILITIES  WITHIN  THE  CORRIDOR 


FACILITY 

ADDRESS 

JURISDICTION 

ACTIVITY 

South  of  Market/  Downtown 

Caltrain  Terminal 

Fourth/Townsend 

Joint  Powers  Board 

Caltrain  San  Francisco  terminal  station 

Station  8 

38  Bluxome 

City 

Fire  house 

Station  35 

676  Howard 

City 

Fire  house 

Moscone  Convention 
Center  West 

Fourth  between  Howard 
and  Mission 

City 

Exhibit  halls  and  meeting  rooms 

Moscone  Convention 
Center 

Howard  between  Third 
and  Fourth 

City 

Exhibit  halls  and  meeting  rooms 

Museum  of  Modem  Art 

Third  between  Howard 
and  Mission 

Private 

Art  museum  and  retail  store 

Verba  Buena  Center  for  the 
Arts 

Third/Mission 

City 

Theater  and  art  center 

San  Francisco  Community 
College 

800  Mission 

City 

Business  school  and  City  College 
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TABLE  4-7 

PUBLIC  AND  COMMUNITY  FACILITIES  WITHIN  THE  CORRIDOR 


FACILITY 

ADDRESS 

JURISDICTION 

ACTIVITY 

Academy  of  Art 

79  New  Montgomery 

Private 

Fine  arts  college 

Verba  Buena  Community 
Center 

Fourth  between  Folsom 
and  Harrison 

Private 

Community  Center 

St.  Patrick's  Ciiurch 

756  Mission 

Private 

Catholic  church 

Mission  Bay  Branch 
Library 

960  Fourth 

City 

Public  library 

Chinatown 

Chinatown  YMCA 

855  Sacramento 

Private 

Residential,  and  community  center/events 

Donaldina  Cameron  House 

920  Sacramento 

Private 

Community  Center 

First  Chinese  Baptist 
Church 

1 5  Waverly  Place 

Private 

Baptist  Church 

Chmese  Central  School 

829/843  Stockton 

Private 

High  school 

Post  Office 

867  Stockton 

Federal 

Postal  services 

St.  Mary's  Chinese  Day 
School 

902  Stockton 

Private 

Catholic  school  and  mission 

Presbyterian  Church  in 
Chinatown 

925  Stockton 

Private 

Presbyterian  Church 

Commodore  Stockton 
School 

950  Clay 

SF  Unified  School 
District 

Elementary  school 

Chinese  Historical  Society 

965  Clay 

Private 

Historical  Society  meetings  and  events 

Commodore  Stockton 
Annex  II 

949  Washington 

SF  Unified  School 
District 

Child  care  center 

Chmese  Education  Center 

657  Merchant 

SF  Unified  School 
District 

Elementary  school 

Chinese  Hospital 

845  Jackson 

Private 

Medical  services 

Cumberland  Presbj^erian 
Chinese  Church 

865  Jackson 

Private 

Presbyterian  church 

Station  2 

1340  Powell 

City 

Fire  house 

Gordon  Lau  Elementary 
School 

950  Clay 

SF  Unified  School 
District 

Elementary  School 

Salvation  Army  Chinatown 
Corps 

1450  Powell 

Private 

Sunday  school,  senior  center,  community 
center 

Central  Police  Station 

766  Vallejo 

City 

Police  station 

Cathay  Post  #384  American 
Legion 

1524  Powell 

Private 

Veterans  association 

Pin  Yuen  Senior  Recreation 
Center 

799  Pacific 

Private 

Senior  center 

San  Francisco  Chinese 
Baptist  Church 

1524  Powell 

Private 

Baptist  church 

Chinese  United  Methodist 
Church 

1009  Stockton 

Private 

Methodist  church 

Figure  4-4  on  page  4-36  is  amended  to  include  the  Chinese  Historical  Society,  Donaldina  Cameron 
House,  Chinatown  YMCA,  First  Chinese  Baptist  Church,  and  Presbyterian  Church  in  Chinatown. 
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Figure  4-4 


Source:  PB-Wong 
Not  to  scale 
Revised  1^ 
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Comment  Form  AG 


SAN  FRANCjaCi 


n>AilTl^siMT 


'V    c:'y      Of  <i  r 


PUBLIC  COMMENTS  <ikWMM.:  m  ?P  3 


IBSiSMSslCflSt 


PLEASE  ADD/KEEP  ME  0«  YOUR:  (ilAILWfi  LiSTi 


viAlliM!  ABDiaiSS  mi^lkit 


A  publfc  tearing  m  lias  ftMl  SBR  rtter  malbsrs  haa  li©2fii  schedlfcjl  by  Cily  Rannh^  (^migsson  far  Thursday 
K.&¥ftmbBr  15,  mm,,  k  Romn  m,  Qty  Has,  1  Dr.  Carllcn  i,  momi  Plass.  bQamrlng  si  130  p,m.  ar  le^r.  (Gal  S56-6422  lha 
Viieslsf    hmmg,  for  g  sBcoTded  messige  fiwrg  a  biot  specilisllm) 


pybHe  twnmgfits  mil  bs  «!oepft«d  fton  €^ti>sr  17, to  SiO  p.rn.  Deceirtier  10,  2O07.  Wnllan  oor^irmHTs  shcufcl  bs 
adcfaiBSsed  t&  BIB  WjfCkO,  Acfrip  Envirarmany  Raviow  OPc^r,  San  FrsfEisso  Rai'rtiiig  C^psaftmsnt,  Cenlral  Sjbway  Oiall 
QEIS,^£IR,  Mmm  Stmst,  SyiUs  44I6,  San  FranciEca^  CA  34103  Con^nents  tscmsd  al  pMc  he.^nnn  aal  in 
wir.g  wil  fee  ffispordGd  to  in  a  C^mmrits  aid;  Rsspsnsss  dOvinert.  if  yK3is  il^ntg  sny  qissl  ons  isUujI  "/le  erttironinental 
review  <^  Ite  praf  ossd  prajid,  plesaj  ss!!  Joaw  A,  Kuglar  ^  5?SS&25. 

^M.S,Miili!^fJ  Bill  WyckOj  A€«bg  EiiviroisiiiesttiVI  Revtcw  Ofllccr,  Snn  Franciscn  Planning  Dcpnnmciil. 
CentiBl  Subw^v  Draii  SE-IS^jiBIK,,  !63l>  VI ii^sion Sf reel.  Suite 400,  San  Francisco.  CA  94103,  ^±01?  + 
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Responses  to  Comment  Form  AG 
AG-1 

Comments  in  support  of  Alternative  3  A  as  the  least  invasive  to  Chinatown  and  objecting  to  Alternative 
3B  with  a  potential  height  of  65-feet  are  noted.  A  65-foot  high  building  at  the  Chinatown  Station 
proposed  for  933-949  Stockton  Street  was  evaluated  in  the  SEIS/SEIR  for  visual  and  Historic  District 
impacts  as  a  worst-case  scenario  based  on  the  maximum  height  that  would  be  allowed  under  the  existing 
zoning  regulations.  A  specific  proposal  for  transit-oriented  development  of  the  site  has  not  yet  been  made 
and  would  be  subject  to  an  independent  public  review  process  that  included  community  input. 
Displacement  of  businesses  and  residents  and  relocation  under  the  Uniform  Relocation  Act  are  described 
on  page  6-54  of  the  SEIS/SEIR. 

AG-2 

Commenter  notes  that  a  65-foot  height  building  would  generate  noise,  foot  traffic,  and  increased 
population  density  in  the  neighborhood.  A  specific  proposal  for  the  development  of  the  station  site  has 
not  yet  been  made.  When  a  proposal  is  received  by  the  Planning  Department,  an  independent 
environmental  analysis  will  be  undertaken  to  evaluate  the  potential  adverse  impacts  associated  with  the 
project.  Relocation  of  the  existing  businesses  in  the  building  at  933-949  Stockton  Street  and  the  17 
residential  units  would  be  part  of  station  development  at  this  location  (page  6-53).  Existing  pedestrian 
use  of  this  active  commercial  section  of  Chinatown  and  population  density  is  described  in  the  Purpose 
and  Need,  Chapter  1.0. 
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Letter  AH 

|^r«..-m  LANDMARKS  PRESERVATION  AD¥!SOBY  BOARD 


December  10.  ^7 


Mf .  Bill  Wyx:^^) 

Acting  ErnvMonmecjlal  Rsview  Olflc^r 
Sari  Frarielsccj  Pfenning  PepsaitmanJ 
1650  Mission  Sims?,  SuM  400 
San  FranclsTO,  CA  flWlD3 

On  Wednaad^y.  October  1?.  2€07,  November  7.  20Q7  m4  Dec^n^m  5.  2007,  Ihe 
Landmarks  Pfeiervatfen  Advisory  Board  (fiosncl)  hflid  pubfeD  l-ieatimg  and  look  pubf&c 
commer^l  on  Ihe  Draft  ErT-'irofimental  Impasl  Report  (DEIR)forlhe  Hisiork;  Afeiltcclural 
Evgluplion  Reporl  for  Cer^tral  Subwasy,  Phasd  2  «3l  Ihs  Ttilfti  Street  L^M  Rail  Prefect 
dated  October  li,  2007.  Af£©r  discussion  ihe  Brntd  arrived  at  the  tollowing  cornmefiis: 

»  The  Board  asked  for  ^lirlfiealion  lepudlng  ttie  appendices  to  t\&  rustorie 
f^^iimm  report  and  tfi^  DEIR- 

•  Tti©  Boafd  ^siteci  it  any  stadies  wier©  perforr?^  on  Ih©  f&asibility  of 
iQcalifig  the  CWnsloVim  ilplion  ur^ergiDund  of  within  an  existing  ouilding. 

•  Tlig!  flc^rd  liisti  eori€@rris  wiih  iha  paipDsed  mitigation  measures  tor 
Impacts  to  hi8tor&3  r^aourcas.  Tiie  Boarrl  fell  \hmt  it  She  Stockton  Street 
building  was  demolsttBd  or  altfrfGd  men  documsntat^n  of  the  Duiiding 
$hQ\j\d  be  stipylaied  a&  i  mitigatior^  measyre. 

»  Ttiig  fearsJ  syggeMedi  that  there  sh<HJld  im  a  mrl  ga^ten  moastire  ?hiat 
a<Sdre@ses  Itie  vibratiort  tmriitorinig  and  tfie'  deptn  of  i:tie  lunnets. 
Fyrlti^fmore.  tl"!©  DEW  should  evaluate  wtiat  tho  inifpacls  to  Ihe  nistortc 
diilfiQls  will  b&  and  It  sliould  provicfe  aliernatives  and  mitigation  ncasures 
tliat  address  Shis  'mm, 

i  Jfm  0rMX5uiBg©s  as  a  mitigation  n^a-^isurQ  an  tKfuca'icnal'traring 
program  for  vvprkirs  and  consultar^ts  Bboui  potentitil  darn.agc  lo  nistor>c 
rasources  as  a  result  al  canstiuctioti.  and  vibration  Further,  the  Beard  Idll 
that  ihe  MX  A  shouki  fyrd  and  sponsor  tf-a  acluai  deslgnaticn  o<  she 
p<5tefiliai htstffiid  dislficis  that  couJxi  he  impacted  uy  ifie  prefect. 
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•  The  Board  requested  clarification  regarding  the  vent  sliafts  and  their 
potentiBi  to  irfitpact  historic  &tf uctiirds. 

•  The  Board  believ&s  tiia!  if  would  I>g  helpful  if  maps  were  included  in  rtie 
background  atuiciBa  and  Dfclfl  idejilifying  the  location  of  Wslorie 
resoufces- 

•  The  Board  believe*  Ihat  Ihe  loss  of  historic  tjuifdifigs  needs  to  be 
assessed  in  terrrs  of  the  econcNnic  an<l  cultural  impact  to  the  historic 
dislilds  and  r^Qiijhborhoods. 

•  The  Ek>ard  reoommenried  thai  the  Programmatic  Agreement  mcludEd  a 
ihoroL^h  evaluation  of  a  Preservation  Alte/naiive  to  demolishir^  ihe 
buildings  orii  StocMon  Slreel. 

•  The  Board  recommended  lhat  ihe  PreservahEMi  Allernalives  be  prepared 
by  PfBS@rvation  Architect  that  meets  the  qualificaiicns  of  trie  Secretary  of 
Itm  Intetior.  The  Board  suggested  including  a  list  of  unreinlorced 
mascnry  buildings  in  the  proj^i  boundary  so  thai  Ihere  cotild  be  sotne 
evaluali<xi  ior  ihe  po$e«i1ral  lor  damages  prior  to  excavaiion. 

•  The  Board  rBoarTimentfed  ihiOft  &  Preservation  Architect,  mot  ll^^ 
CToniraclor,  monitor  fhe  ch  a  ranter-defining  features  of  historic  faurldings  on 
ih©  exleriof  dyring  constnuctiofi. 

•  Ths  Board  feels  that  it  would  \tm\p\ul  to  include  specific  dales  v^n 
reviews  are  scheduled  to  take  plaoe  1o?  the  slations, 

•  Ttia  Ooard  reqyeat  that  any  rr'^jor  changes  to  the  projecl  bo  brought  bsck 
before  the  iandnnBrks  Preservation  Advisory  Board  lor  review. 

•  The  Board  was  pleased  to  see  flic  protcctien  of  Ihe  slre«l  lights  and 
genQrally  supperta  the  Central  Subway  Station  Project. 


The  Landmarks  Preserv^ation  Advfsory  Soard  apprecfStes  ilie  opportunity  to  parlicip^te 
in  the  review  of  ihis  environmenial  document. 


Sincerely, 


B'idge*  Malay,  President 

Landmarks  Preservation  Advisory  Board 


NMPABllETTERSiCt'nua!  SiitvfsSiy.ik>t 
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Responses  to  Letter  AH 
AH-1 

The  Area  of  Potential  Effect  maps  for  all  alternatives  have  been  added  as  Appendix  A  to  the  Historic 
Architectural  Evaluation  Report  for  the  Central  Subway,  Phase  2  of  the  Third  Street  Light  Rail  Project 
provided  to  the  SHPO,  to  the  Landmarks  Board  and  to  City  Planning  MEA. 

AH-2 

The  Chinatown  Station  platform  and  tracks  are  located  underground  in  the  subway  under  Stockton  Street. 
The  passenger  entry  to  the  station  was  originally  located  within  the  sidewalk  on  both  sides  of  Stockton 
Street.  Public  concerns  about  pedestrian  access  and  space  constraints  during  the  review  of  the  original 
Third  Street  Light  Rail  Draft  EIS/EIR  in  1998,  and  subsequent  community  meetings  resulted  in  locating 
station  entries  off  congested  sidewalks  to  private  or  public  property.  The  Project  Development  History  is 
described  in  Section  2.4,  pages  2-52  to  2-62  and  included  consideration  of  four  potential  station  entries  in 
Chinatown  (see  page  2-61  and  2-62  of  the  SEIS/SEIR).  A  primary  entry  through  the  basement  of  the 
Mandarin  Towers  was  considered  and  eliminated  from  fiirther  review  because  the  limited  amount  of 
space  available  for  passenger  access  within  the  existing  entry  to  the  building,  for  vent  shafts,  and  access 
for  construction.  The  Chinese  Newcomer's  Service  Center  parking  structure  at  901  Sacramento  Street 
was  considered  and  eliminated  because  it  is  too  far  from  the  core  business/shopping  area.  The  Ping  Yuen 
Housing  site  was  considered  and  eliminated  because  it  is  outside  the  study  area  and  would  disrupt 
residents. 

AH-3 

Mitigation  measures  for  a  station  entry  and  transit-oriented  development  for  a  station  in  Chinatown  are 
described  on  page  6-76  of  the  SEIS/SEIR  and  include:  1)  partial  preservation  through  rehabilitation,  in 
compliance  with  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior's  Standards,  and  reuse  of  the  building  as  the  Chinatown 
Station;  2)  using  the  expertise  of  an  architectural  historian  in  design  development  of  the  station;  3) 
salvage  of  the  significant  architectural  features  to  be  used  as  an  education  exhibit  inside  the  new  station 
or  utilized  for  the  repair  and  rehabilitation  of  other  historic  buildings  in  the  area;  and  4)  development  of  a 
permanent  interpretive  display  for  public  use  on  the  entire  route  that  would  include  details  about  the 
demolished  buildings  as  well  and  historic  information  about  the  buildings,  historic  district, 
neighborhoods,  important  individuals  and  businesses  surrounding  the  alignments.  Standard  Historic 
American  Building  survey /Historic  American  Engineering  Record  documentation  would  also  be 
completed.  These  mitigation  measures  described  for  Alternative  2  would  also  apply  to  Alternative  3  A 
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I 

I 


and  3B.  Rehabilitation  and  re-use  of  existing  buildings  for  the  Chinatown  Station  may  not  be  practical  or 
feasible  to  meet  current  building  codes. 

AH-4 

Mitigation  measures  for  vibration  during  construction  in  historic  districts  are  described  on  page  6-75  of 
the  SEIS/SEIR,  and  include  monitoring  at  the  closest  structure  to  ground  disturbing  construction 
activities.  Though  Ground-borne  vibration  levels  are  generally  not  expected  to  impact  historic  buildings 
structural  integrity,  some  buildings  may  be  susceptible  to  minor  architectural  damage  to  trim,  window 
casings,  brick  chimneys  during  construction.  If  at  any  time  the  construction  activity  exceeds  0.12 
inches/second,  that  activity  will  immediately  be  halted  until  such  time  as  an  alternative  construction 
method  can  be  identified  that  would  result  in  lower  vibration  levels.  For  example,  pre-drilling  for  pile 
installation  in  areas  that  would  employ  secant  piles  with  ground-supporting  walls  in  the  cut-and-cover 
construction  of  stations  and  tunnels  would  greatly  reduce  vibration  levels  to  adjacent  buildings.  Text 
changes  will  be  incorporated  to  note  the  need  for  an  independent  environmental  compliance  monitor. 

The  text  in  bullet  #1  under  Mitigation  Measures,  page  6-75,  is  revised  as  follows: 

"The  contractor  will  be  responsible  for  the  protection  of  vibration-sensitive  historic 
building  structures  that  are  within  200  feet  of  any  construction  activity,  including 
unreinforced  masonry  buildings." 

The  text  in  bullet  #3  under  Mitigation  Measures,  page  6-75  is  revised  as  follows: 

"The  contractor  An  independent  Environmental  Compliance  Monitor  (ECM)  will  be 
retained  by  SFMTA  to  monitor  construction  to  make  sure  that  environmental  conditions 
are  met.  The  ECM  will  be  required  to  perform  periodic  vibration  monitoring  at  the 
closest  structure  to  ground  disturbing  construction  activities,  such  as  tunneling  and 
station  excavation,  using  approved  seismographs." 


The  impacts  to  the  historic  districts  are  discussed  in  the  SEIS/SEIR  on  pages  6-72  to  6-82.  As 
noted  on  page  6-72,  the  demolition  of  a  contributing  element  to  an  NHRP-eligible  district 
constitutes  an  adverse  effect  under  Section  106  of  the  National  Historic  Preservation  Act.  The 
removal  of  an  historic  building  for  construction  of  the  Chinatown  station  would  adversely  affect 
the  potentially  eligible  Chinatown  Historic  District.  The  mitigation  measures  for  the  removal  of 
an  historic  contributory  building  in  Chinatown  are  described  on  page  6-76  and  6-82.  The 
mitigation  measures  would  not  reduce  the  impacts  to  a  less-than-significant  level. 
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AH-5 

A  new  mitigation  measure  has  been  added  to  the  mitigation  measures  on  page  6-75  for  vibration  effects  to 
historic  building  structures: 

"5.  The  ECM  will  conduct  a  training  program  at  the  start  of  construction  to  educate  the 
Contractor  and  consultants  about  the  sensitivity  of  historic  structures  to  construction 
related  vibration." 

AH-6 

As  part  of  the  environmental  consulting  work  to  prepare  the  original  1998  EIS/EIR  Cultural  Resources 
section,  the  Section  106  Historic  Architectural  Survey  Report,  and  the  2007  Supplemental  EIS/EIR  and 
technical  report,  SFMTA  has  funded  the  work  of  historic  architectural  specialists  to  inventory,  record  and 
submit  to  the  Landmarks  Board,  the  Planning  Department  and  the  SHPO  the  detailed  information  (25 
buildings  along  Stockton  Street)  necessary  for  the  City  and  the  SHPO  to  designate  historic  districts  along 
the  Central  Subway  alternative  alignments.  SFMTA  is  a  transportation  agency  that  has  provided  funding 
for  the  research  and  documentation  of  the  potential  Chinatown  Historic  District  that  is  described  on  pages 
4-65  to  4-69  on  the  SEIS/SEIR.  A  National  Register  of  Historic  Places  Inventory  Nomination  Form  for  a 
Chinatown  Historic  District  has  been  submitted  in  1979  and  in  1994  to  the  State  Historic  Preservation 
Office.  Any  further  work  on  designation  of  a  new  Historic  Districts  is  not  required  of  SFMTA  as  part  of 
the  environmental  process. 

AH-7 

The  proposed  vent  shafts  are  discussed  in  both  the  Visual  Resources  Sections  and  the  Cultural  Resources 
Sections  of  the  SEIS/SEIR.  None  of  the  proposed  vent  shafts  would  impact  historic  properties  or 
districts.  The  vents  shafts  for  Alternative  3A  would  be  along  the  eastern  end  of  the  Union  Square  plaza, 
designed  to  be  part  of  the  existing  plaza  terraced  planters.  The  1 1  foot  high  vents  would  be  positioned 
below  the  plaza  level  and  below  the  cafe  and  would  not  constitute  substantial  adverse  impacts  to  the 
historic  character  of  the  KMMS  Conservation  District  or  to  the  dominant  landscape  features  of  the 
historic  open  space  (page  5-30  and  page  6-77  of  the  SEIS/SEIR).  Under  Alternative  3B  the  vent  shafts 
for  the  Union  Square/Market  Street  subway  station  would  be  located  inside  of  the  air-well  of  the 
Ellis/0 'Farrell  Garage  rather  than  in  Union  Square  Plaza  or  garage. 

AH-8 
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Area  of  Potential  Effect  (APE)  Maps  have  been  added  to  the  Historic  Architectural  Evaluation  Report  for 
the  Central  Subway,  dated  November  16,  2007,  and  provided  to  the  Landmark's  Board.  The  APE  maps 
show  parcel  and  building  numbers  that  correspond  to  the  historic  description  and  color  photograph  of 
each  property  surveyed. 

AH-9 

The  impact  discussion  in  Section  6.7.2,  starting  on  page  6-72  of  the  SEIS/SEIR  describes  the  potential 
impact  to  the  historic  district  and  historic  character  of  the  potential  Chinatown  Historic  District  and  to  the 
area  adjacent  to  the  two  buildings  on  Stockton  Street  (814-828  Stockton  St.  and  933-949  Stockton  Street) 
considered  for  demolition  for  the  transit-oriented  station  development  for  the  Central  Subway  Project. 
The  removal  of  either  of  these  buildings  that  contribute  to  the  NRHP-eligible  historic  district  constitutes 
an  adverse  cultural  effect  on  the  district  under  Section  106  of  the  National  Historic  Preservation  Act  of 
1966.  Mitigation  measures  to  minimize  impacts  are  described  on  page  6-76.  Potentially  adverse 
economic  impacts  to  low  income  residents  and  to  businesses  displaced  by  the  demolition  of  the  buildings 
in  Chinatown  is  discussed  on  page  6-5 1  to  6-54.  Relocation  assistance  and  compliance  with  the  Uniform 
Relocation  Act  is  described  as  mitigation  for  the  residential  and  business  displacement. 

AH-10 

SFMTA  does  not  consider  that  a  "full  preservation  alternative"  is  feasible  for  the  station  development  at 
either  of  the  two  buildings  in  Chinatown  because  of  the  condition  of  the  existing  structures  and 
requirements  to  upgrade  the  unreinforced  masonry  buildings  to  meet  building  codes  and  because  the 
transit-oriented  development  would  be  necessary  to  replace  the  displaced  businesses  and  residential  units 
required  by  the  Chinatown  Area  Plan  (Pohcy  3.1)  last  amended  in  1995  (Resolution  13907).  A  partial 
preservation  ahemative  is  described  for  the  building  at  814-828  Stockton  Street  on  page  6-76  of  the 
SEIS/SEIR  that  would  also  apply  to  the  building  at  933-949  Stockton  Street  under  Alternative  3B. 

AH-11 

A  revised  Programmatic  Agreement  will  be  prepared  as  part  of  the  Final  SEIS/SEIR  and  submitted  to  the 
Planning  Department  and  to  the  SHPO  for  review  and  comment  before  fmahzing  as  part  of  the  Record  of 
Decision  for  the  Central  Subway  project.  This  revised  PA  includes  the  requirement  for  "retaining  the 
professional  services  of  a  City-approved  architectural  historian  and  preservation  specialist,  with 
experience  in  Chinatown,  to  work  with  SFMTA  and  Central  Subway  project  architects  to  develop  the 
design  for  the  Chinatown  station." 
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The  San  Francisco  Planning  Department  has  an  inventory  of  all  unreinforced  masonry  buildings  in  the 
City  that  will  be  consulted  during  the  next  phase  of  project  design  to  identify  buildings  adjacent  to  the 
station  sites  and  tunnel  aligimient  where  potential  construction  related  settlement  could  affect  structures 
along  the  corridor.  (See  Section  6.10.2  Settlement  or  Instability  of  Subsurface  Materials,  on  page  6-91  to 
6-93  of  the  SEIS/SEIR) 

AH-12 

See  Responses  to  Comments  AH-4  and  AH-5.  The  text  on  page  6-75  has  been  revised  to  state  that  an 
independent  environmental  compliance  monitor  would  be  retained  to  monitor  construction.  The  ECM 
would  retain  the  services  of  a  City-approved  preservation  architect  or  architectural  historian  to  monitor 
construction  effects  to  historic  structures  in  the  APE. 

AH-13 

SFMTA  selected  a  Locally  Preferred  Alternative  at  their  February  2008  Board  meeting  (Alternative  3B). 
The  Planning  Commission  is  scheduled  to  certify  the  Final  SEIR  and  complete  the  Master  Plan  Referral 
in  July  of  2008.  A  30-day  appeal  period  will  follow  the  certification  of  the  Final  SEIR.  SFMTA  will 
hold  a  Public  Hearing  to  adopt  the  project,  along  with  the  environmental  Findings,  the  Mitigation 
Monitoring  and  Reporting  Program,  and  the  Overriding  Considerations  in  Summer  2008.  The  Federal 
Transit  Administration  (FTA)  will  then  prepare  and  issue  a  Record  of  Decision  to  complete  the  federal 
environmental  review  process  and  approve  the  project  in  August  of  2008. 

AH-14 

SFMTA  will  keep  the  Landmarks  Preservation  Advisory  Board  apprised  of  any  substantial  changes  to  the 
project,  and  would  plan  to  return  to  the  Board  if  changes  involve  historic  properties.  The  Chinatown 
Station  designs  in  the  SEIS/SEIR  are  conceptual  only,  to  provide  building  height  and  bulk  concepts  for 
shadow  and  visual  impact  analysis.  The  transit-oriented  development  above  the  Chinatown  Station  entry 
will  be  designed  during  the  next  phase  of  project  development  and  will  be  subject  to  independent 
environmental  review  and  approvals.  Review  of  the  exterior  treatment  of  the  building  would  occur  in 
consultation  with  the  Plaiming  Department,  the  City  Historic  Preservation  Officer,  the  Landmarks 
Preservation  Advisory  Board,  and  the  Chinatown  community  during  preliminary  and  final  design  (page  5- 
34). 

AH-15 

Comment  noted  on  the  protection  of  the  street  lights  and  the  support  for  the  Central  Subway  Project. 
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LETTER  AI 


Ctty  and  County  of  Snn  Frattcisco 
Recreation  m4  PnHk  Peirartment 


Kd.ane»  Lodgj  iti  CifU^'S  Cite  Pjik 


K)i  SHanyan  Slroiit  Ssn  ri«#K)!>4«i  CA  9*117 


lEL  41583J,?703  BOC:  llS^Ji.S&SS  ri«p^/pwts.s/|tw.w| 


December  5^  20O7 

Joan  KuBlcr 

Planning  Dcpailmcnl 

City  and  Coimty  of  San  Francisco 

1 650  Mission  Stw?,  Suite  40G 

San  Prsnei,^,  CA  94  3  05 

Re:  CcmiaJ  Subway  SEIS^'SEIR 

De»r  Ms.  KugNar: 

Thank  yoii  for  attcndmg  the  Recreation  and  Park  Cominission  hearing  on  August  !6,  2007.  I  ki»aw  Iftat 
the  Commissjonm  were  pleased  by  the  qualily  of  MTA's  prcscntuUun  on  tl)C  Central  Subway  Project.  I 
vvauld  liku  to  reileraJc  our  oulsJiitiding  conocms  brought  up  at  the  meeting  and  changes  to  the 
SEIS/SEIR  we  arc  proposing  danng  ll»  CEQA/  NEPA  r«view  piopcss. 

Under  CEQ  regulation  JSQfi.  M  'Hvhen  an  cnvimnmcnlat  iinpjict  stalesiicnl  (EIS)  is  prepared  m6 
ccocKjmic  or  sociwl  and  natural  at  physical  cnvironmenl  elicits  arc  mlcrreJated.  then  Ike  PAS  ml)  discuss 
all  of  fhrs  effect  on  the  human  environment."  Smcc  tbc  propo-sed  Union  Sqyarc  slatitm,  a^i  described  in 
llic  SEIS/SEIR,  would  displace  a  nmnbcr  parking  spaces  in  the  Union  is4|uat<:  Gomge,  then  the  cooriotnic 
effects  of"  Ihls  djsplacumenl  or  reduction  of  us<iIj1c  parking  during  <;ons1niction  or  after  ptojcct 
completion  should  be  analyzed  in  the  SEIS/SEIK.  'live  Recreation  and  Park  Department  beU^vc;?  that  the 
loss  of  parking  could  potentmlJy  itnpacc  the  City'j?  ability'  to  repay  its  debt  service  on  tbc  bond  im  the 
Union  Square  RcnnvaLion  ?ju}tci  and  would  also  signitkflnlly  impact  Depaiimcnt  revenue.  The  onginal 
$22  million  co.'it  for  the  project  was  paid  with  revenue  bands  that  wm:  ?o  be  serviced  by  revenues  from 
the  Unioji  Square  Gardge.  h  nddition  to  debt  seryioe,  Ui-e  gar«^ge  generates  revenue  med  to  support  the 
Depaitnuent's  budget. 

Tlienefore,  lh«  SHIS/SH3R  shuidtl  analyze  these  polsntial  impacts  for  «!ic  Dcparttncnt  both  to  repay  the 
bond  debt  service  and  impficts  on  the  D*^pi\jimQni  \  revenue  pursuant  to  t  'HQ  regulation  1 5f)H,14.  If  the 
analysis  tlnds  Chat  the  prujeet  would  have  a  sifitiificant  cQcct  to  the  Dcpartinciit's  abtJity  1o  lopay  the 
bond  .sci"viec  debt  or  impact  the  tltpiiriment's  revenue,  then  iJie  ptiojcc?  should  include  njitigations  to 
reduce  or  avoid  this  cffec!  on  the  par^, 

The  Recreation  atid  Park  DeparLinent  is  fliso  concerned  with  the  use  of  Hang-Ah  AJicy  for  a  secondary 
Chinatown  statjon  entrance  lis  p*opn.sed  under  All«inativeJ!  2  and  3A.  Not  only  would  it  limit  the  use  of 
the  alley  for  iicecss  to  the  park  and  disrupt  [jassive  recreation  uses  in  the  alley,  it  would  also  imi^eS  thtf 
Department's  ab^luy  to  program  (hat  space.  In  addition,  t!»c  UcpsirtnieiU  wouJd  incur  higher  tnaintcnancc 
and  operations  cosCs  m  a  resuJt  of  intensive  comniuter  use  of  the  Alley.  The  SBIS'SHIR  should  provitte 
analysts  of  the  possible  itnpacts  of  additional  costs  incuiTcd  to  the  Depaitmcnt  asstxinted  with  the 
sccondiiry  entnin-i^ 
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As  my  staff  coavcyed  hi  li  comuictm  lettcf  oii  the  SBIS/SEJR  daled  Apt'il  9,  200?,  idatE-vc  1o  the 
profKsscd  Union  Sqimie  statiosi  desigii,  tfe  Dep^rliMnl  siippaits  tltc  rf«si|fi  proposd  ftJi'  iht  cmnbimd 
Union  Si|teirc  station^  Allcrnativc  3B,  to  locale  the  vsnl  shifts  im  Jhi;  EHM'Firmll  Garage  find  locm 
ilie  MUNt  etitt^rice  on  thu  ^i^&ul  oc-mer  ef  psrk  CNoitft  Geary).  IM  Dcjpanmcnt  believes  thai 
locating  the  vcnl  shaHii  on  IMion  SqiiarKSj  as  dcsciihed  in  AEl«niative5  2  aid  3A»  witkl  liave  a 
si8.iiitficiin1  vtsisal  impad  on  the  park.  Tke  vent  niss^ir&g  mA  desigjj  do  riQl  c:«>jifoiin  to  the  i^irk  design  or 
afchiiGctuTC.  The  Duprtnient  is  locdking  foewit^  to  woiting  with  MIA  en  the  ftml  design  fbi-  this 
ahernOittvc. 

TlinEiJi  you  for  brhiglsig  tihi*  project  So  llie  gttcntiGUi  o-f  the  EeureEktlnR  ^  fmk  Depaitmenl.  fitatsfs  d<5  tiot 
he&itsts;  io  contact  us  W2th;  any  tjufistbns.  or  i^dncenss. 

Very  Trulj  YoTirs^ 


<3«ncraJ  Manager 


fOnn^l  l.apisflc  Itercation  arnj  fast 
MBnlj^i  Dufl>.  Thfi  Duffy  Cotap^iy 
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Responses  to  Letter  AI 
AI-1 

The  reduction  in  the  number  of  parking  spaces  at  the  Union  Square  Garage  would  result  in  an  estimated 
$3,250  per  space  loss  in  the  annual  revenue  generated  at  the  garage,  based  on  recent  figures  provided  by 
the  Recreation  and  Parks  Department.  As  noted  on  page  6-5 1  of  the  SEIS/SEIR,  the  Parking  Authority, 
which  is  part  of  the  SFMTA,  has  authority  over  the  Union  Square  Garage.  The  Parking  Authority  has 
indicated  that  revenues  from  the  garage  currently  exceed  the  payments  made  against  the  bond  debt 
service,  therefore  the  potential  impact  would  be  on  the  general  operating  budgets  for  the  departments.  As 
part  of  the  amendments  to  the  management  and  operator  agreements,  fair  and  just  compensation  for  the 
loss  of  parking  spaces  would  need  to  be  determined  and  made  to  the  Parking  Authority. 

The  following  language  is  added  before  the  last  sentence  of  the  first  paragraph,  page  6-51;  following  the 
second  sentence,  third  paragraph,  page  6-52;  and  following  the  second  sentence,  fifth  paragraph,  page  6- 
53: 

"Compensation  for  the  loss  of  parking  spaces  would  be  required  in  accord  with  the 
Uniform  Relocation  Act." 

AI-2 

Page  5-17  of  the  SEIS/SEIR  describes  that  there  would  be  no  reduction  in  the  alley  or  playground 
physical  space  from  the  secondary  entrance  to  the  Chinatown  station  under  Alternatives  2  or  3A. 
Additional  pedestrian  use  of  the  Hang  Ah  and  Pagoda  alley  would  result  from  the  secondary  entry. 
Station  and  station  entry  maintenance  would  be  the  responsibility  of  SFMTA.  The  mitigation  measure 
described  in  the  SEIS/SEIR  is  to  eliminate  the  secondary  entry  from  the  alley.  This  could  be  made  a 
condition  of  approval  for  the  project,  however,  the  Locally  Preferred  Alternative  selected  by  SFMTA  in 
February  2008  is  Alternative  3B  that  would  have  the  station  entry  at  933-949  Stockton  Street,  on  the  west 
side  of  the  street.  This  station  entry  would  have  no  impacts  to  Hang  Ah  Alley. 

AI-3 

Comment  noted.  The  Locally  Preferred  AUemative  selected  by  the  SFMTA  in  February  of  2008  is 
Alternative  3B  with  the  vent  shafts  located  in  the  Ellis/0 'Farrell  garage. 

The  Visual  Resources  Section  of  the  SEIS/SEIR,  on  Page  5-30,  describe  the  eleven-foot  high  vent  shafts 
as  being  integrated  into  the  terraced  planters  on  the  east  side  of  the  plaza,  and  below  the  existing  terraced 
plaza  features.  The  vent  shafts  would  not  significantly  distract  from  the  landscape  character  in  the 
foreground  as  viewed  from  Maiden  Lane  on  the  east  side  of  Stockton  Street.  The  final  design  of  the  vent 
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shafts  for  Alternative  2  or  3A  would  be  developed  in  consultation  with  the  Recreation  and  Park 
Department  and  Union  Square  Merchants  Association. 
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Letter  AJ 


HowardWongi<£( 


CENTRAL  SUBWAY  DRAFT  SEIS/SEIR 
COMMENTS:  DILIGENT  THOROUGHNESS  &  CREDIBiLITY 

TO;  BHIWycl(o,  Acling  Knvlp?Minncnt«l  R»v*ew  Officer,  &an  Francisco  Plannmfl  DepartiDBnl 

I  am  a  lifelong  Muni  rider,  lAHh  Ihe  Stockton  Biretl  conrktor  being  my  primary  iransit  roulu.  F  knov/  Ihis 
particular  public  transit  system  exire/nely  well  I  isawj:  btjcri  aclive  in  IfttiVspoitulion  issues.  transptsdaHion 
oommiltees  and  transportation  anchltectvre.  With  knof^tftdQe  of  Ihe  hlstouy,  polit«c8t  contoxl  and  fundn'^^ 
fofoes  of  tuc  Cerilrai  Sub^way  Program,  I  would  like  to  raise  necessary  topics  for  the  SEIS/  SIElR"-in  prder 
to  achievTft  professional  BMjroughnoys,  crad^iiity  and  fwlure  feedback  markers. 

ACCURATE  ASSESSM^^tr  Of  Jj<lSTLNg-TR'^j^  PROBLEMS 

in  terms  of  moving  from  Nodh  Beach.'  Ciiinatwn  !o  Downtown  and  tfansfer  points.  \ht  Stockton  SAiv^i 
Cortidor  has  a  fa^riy  high  level  of  Berwice.  Wait  lime  for  Ihe  K^K,  30  and  45  tjus  lines  is  Sfhort  F»om  HoiVn 
Beach.  EDddltional  options  include  cable  cara.  #20  {limifed  houra  only)  and  previously,  the  popular  bul  m« 
defun^  #1  b.  In  ccwparlson  to  o?hef  U.S.  and  Inltif  natonal  dtios,  the  Stockton  Corridor  is  a  ira^isrt-rich 
erivironment.  The  buB  ayatem  ftas  also  t'^n  conlfsbutoiy  Id  a  scnsuof  urban  vibrancy  Problem  areas 
have  been  cfovk^iecl  6>uBe5.  double  parking  and  peak-%nour  traffic  ccwugestson  Accurate  statistics  ar® 
necessa^v  to  assess  existing  condilicns  in  ci  r^npartisan  manrfir 

DESIQW  ALTERNATIVE;  STI^^AMMNE  jm  EXISTING  SYSTEM 

»   IniSials  a  Tesl  Program  to  assess  ^ear-torm  tlf^sn^utK:  IntprovemOfflS  1o  lewis  Of  sorvkw. 

•  "Pay  for  Fare"  entry  onto  buses.  I  e.  passQngers  can  enter  throug}^  front/  bacl<  dnors  with  prespeid 
passes  Of  valid  transfere,  Aire^y  instiluled  In  many  cities,  sonve  S.F.  tHJS  dnvB's  practico  this  here. 

•  Many  busea  s^d  h^\t  empty  be<;auii6  passangsrs  will  net  move  to  the  back.  'Pay  ior  Fare"  woulrJ  he^p 
distribale  paa&engerft  fn  .soJne  cities,  drivers  wS  pgtrk  until  passengers  move,  altorting  more 
passengers  on  board  In  Japan  and  Asia,  jarTxinirg  riders  onto  traflspoftation  is  an  art— because  the 
alterr^tAre  is  late  and  disgruntled  customara. 

•  Efficiont  management  of  bus  intervals,  Ctwenlly,  buses  arc  rtot  three  minutes  apart,  as  advertised. 

•  Reallc>c»le  more  buses  to  the  Stockton  Corridor  during  peak  hmws. 

•  Irtcrease  Be«vice  for  ihe  #20/  *S1  buses,  or  resurrect  ttie  #1 S  bus. 

•  Invest  in  iar<3er  articulated  bu&es,  per'i^ps  with  three  doors. 

•  Pffectivo  car/  traffic  management  on  Stockton  St  More  liiyse-restrtded  grecni'  white  and  yellow  paritiilg 
zones  fJeller  onfOfcdment  of  double  parfchg  and  melGrs  (will  pay  for  (tself)  Getter  coordinatloei  of 
!ruck  delh'erij?  times  (Manhatlan  eit)s?hasi2i€S  mH^  rr«>f  riing  deiweries).  Plan  for  a  rwiarby  g^itomated 
robotic  parking  structure. 

$IPE-BY-S1PE  COMPARtSOW  OF  TYPtCAl  IN  CURRENT!  FUTURE  TRANSIT  W0DE8 

•  There  ha$  t>een  lacki    m  a>;:curatc  pcdrayal  of  the  diJferences  between  the  exlstiiOg  Iraiis^ttaliou 
options  ana  the  ftjtufe  Central  SutfAiay  Thus,  HO  0{«orti,!nity  fox  improverrants. 

•  ProvKJe  cuajfts  of  sido-bi'-aide  oompffifisoris  of  typical  passenger  travel  e;Kp(;flences— iit  the  current 
Iransportaaian  system  5?id  w  the  future  C&fitr^l  Sybway  Sytitem.  For  distance,  follow  a  liUlc  old  lady. 
v>ith  three  bags  of  groceries,  trace  her  stcpLs  from  saiy  Stockton/  Ctey  Ste,  and  StocKton/  Jackson  Sis. 
and  Stockton^  Pacllic  Sts  and  Stdcktori/  Valiejo  Sts, 

•  Jim  charts  would  Etiow  what »  ns^Bonab*  pijrson  wou-ld  ?to:  the  walking/  bus  route,  time  eSaflS^sd, 
tfislanoe  traveled  etc.  In  a  perfect  wnrid,  this  should  be  in  Ih©  form  of  a^  animated  video. 

•  For  example,  from  StosKto*!;  Vallelo,  a  fcasonablo  route  wouJd  be  to  wast  for  the  K^K  20.  30,  4t  ef  45 
at  StocktoTt/  Columbus.  So.  walk  1DD  feet,  in  3  nHnules,  wail  3  minulBS  for  a  bus  tor  a  1S  minute  ride 
to  MiUfkrj)  St.  to  f^itni  Me^no  etc.  From  Stockton/  Wa«hiO$tOll  -51.  a  reascfiabte  route  coM  be  tbe 
Cemral  Si^tM'ay.  So  ■^tAK  1C0  feel,  in  3  mlnuJes,  dow^n  escalators  in  3  minutes,  wait  5  minutes  foir 
sub'way  to  Market  St.,  up  escalator  in  3  inlnutos.  walk  150  feet  in  5  minutes  to  Muni  fctftiro  etc. 


AJ-1 


AJ-2 


AJ-3 


Howard  Wong.  AIA     128  Varennes  Si     San  Francisco,  CA  941 33     {415>-982-5065     wongaia^aol  com 
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DISCUSS  CURRENT  PASSENGER  PATTERNS  AND  DiSiQN  ASSUMPTIONS 

•  Sinoe  the  1  SiiO's  to  the  pregent.  from  Noflh  Beach/  Ckimtcmv.  nM3St  ride^^  will  hawe  diefsarted  Ihe  bus 
at  or  befoPB  Market  St  During  rush  haurs,  some  pa&sengarB  gat  off  at  Suttee  St.  Otherwisa,  popular 
Stops  afo  Goary  Bt.;d.  and  Market  &t  Ths  #3B  G&aiy  Bus  and  M«fll  MM  am  cttmrnm  transters. 

•  Fnam  DtKWTtawTT,  most  p^Bangen  gal  an  tmm  Pt  Wferteet?  ^  SfcSv  or  Mtrlsstf'  Kflimy  ^  or  Stockton/ 
Suiter  Sts.  KalF  tha  passangeirs  gat  off  buses  at  Stocktafi/  Sacrarn^ifto  Sts.,  Saaramentaif  Pacific  Am 

•  For  moat  paasengers,  ftie  $ioek6on  Coarldor  mrm^  m  i  %  mile  to  1  mll#  cflnniclor,  Om  migtit  slt^ 
the  numlief  ol  peo|3^  who  walk  ihm^  «liig^nos&,  p^riiQularly  (lining  mi$aed  bm  runs  and  di^ap. 

AgSUME  FUTURE  1>SCREA8E  SERVICE  0¥  EXI8TIN<S  H4jS  LINES 

■  Like  ih&  mcAnt  intn3di,ctl«¥i  of  th«  T  lim  liijht  U^\K  wt^iieh  (etf  to  Ih©:  elimlnssllw?  &f  tie  #t  5  fews.  one 
needs  t£i  ajiUcip-alB  possible  reduclion  in  exisling  bis  ser^'ioes — b  cjffsst  aperating  cost-i  of  the  naw/ 
C^niral  Subway.  These  poaaibilMiaa'naad  1o  be  evatuatecf,  atongiuflth  ppterrtial  imp®ds,  partlctilarly 
on  the  above  alde^y-slda  afaam  emnpsifimmr 

•  il  woukj  be  proPessjonaily  prudani  ^d  offer  transp^ncy  in  VtiB  tcfbal  irBiisil  framework,  smce 
1r©nsportalK)n  I5u(3gecs  ha^  a^ays  Ei^en  e©«1raifi^  and  in  siKM  budgetary  draati^tanGes,  hm-e  been 
subject  to  reduGt^ns. 

EVALUATE  IMPACTS  ON  CHINATOWN  LAND  VALUES.  LAND  USES  ANH  HlSTQRlg  REiOyRCE^ 

•  l?!JOughout  hlstot>',  vested  interest  have  much  ia  gmn  in  land:  b-anaaclions.  Hie  new  Cfiinatown 
Station  and  transit  node  will  tmmhtmm^  and  pifH^ps  daif^ge  Withers.  To  shfeJ  I^M  on  potGntia!  land 
specsilaliisfi  ^.d  political'  eoonqTOc  mmmvemt^^,  ^<^m  peripheral  Issues  5i%3UW  be  considened. 

•  Parttayigtrlv  in  one  of  America's  mm\  unique  hisloric  mmut(s&&.  Chinakswn  mmis  to  pteseftre 
aiffordabili^  in  ordter  to  protect  innm^jralion,  housing      Ite  vibfanl  ©yllural  W«ntty. 


CeK/ra/  Subway  Project  Final  SEIS/SEIR  -  Volume  II 


3-185 


3.0:  WRITTEN  COMMENTS  AND  RESPONSES 


Responses  to  Letter  AJ 
AJ-1 

Comment  noted.  A  frequency  guide  to  Muni  service  is  provided  in  Table  3-2,  page  3-3.  Characteristics 
of  and  ridership  data  for  the  existing  bus  and  light  rail  system  serving  the  study  area  are  summarized  on 
pages  3-5  through  3-9  of  the  SEIS/SEIR.  Buses  will  continue  to  operate  on  the  surface  of  Fourth  and 
Stockton  Streets  to  serve  the  numerous  destinations  of  local  trips  that  occur  along  the  corridor.  The 
frequency  of  these  buses  would  be  reduced  as  many  riders  are  projected  to  shift  from  surface  bus  to 
subway  rail  for  the  longer  trips  and  shorter  travel  time. 

AJ-2 

The  commenter  is  describing  a  low-cost  approach  to  improving  the  efficiency  of  bus  service  along  the 
Fourth  and  Stockton  Street  corridor.  The  No  Project/TSM  Alternative  (Alternative  1)  is  the  low  cost 
alternative  that  is  evaluated  in  the  SEIS/SEIR.  Alternative  1  assumes  operational  improvements  as 
outlined  in  the  Regional  Transportation  Plan  (RTP)  to  improve  system  operations.  These  improvements 
would  be  put  in  place  under  any  alternative. 

All  alternatives  assume  a  closed  barrier  system  for  the  MTA's  bus  and  light  rail  system.  A  "Proof  of 
Payment"  system  was  part  of  the  Central  Subway  when  the  project  was  initially  analyzed  in  the  1998 
EIS/EIR.  A  change  in  MTA  policy  required  that  the  light  rail  be  designed  as  a  closed-barrier  fare  system. 

The  objectives  and  goals  for  the  Central  Subway  Project  include  improving  transit  service  and  mobility  in 
the  project  corridor  and  bringing  the  quality  of  service  (including  service  reliability)  to  a  level  available  to 
other  sections  of  the  city.  A  surface  alternative  was  evaluated  as  part  of  the  screening  process  prior  to  the 
preparation  of  the  Draft  SEIS/SEIR.  This  alternative  was  rejected  because  it  would  increase  surface 
congestion,  particularly  along  Stockton  Street,  and  would  not  improve  transit  service  reliability  and  travel 
times,  as  set  forward  in  the  project  Purpose  and  Need.  Stockton  Street  is  a  heavily  used  commercial  street 
in  Chinatown  that  requires  truck  access  for  deliveries,  which  often  effects  Stockton  Street  congestion. 
See  Response  to  Comment  I-l  for  proposed  new  language  in  the  SEIS/SEIR  documenting  the  previous 
evaluation  of  the  surface  alternative. 

AJ-3 

Comment  regarding  the  potential  trip  patterns  is  noted.  The  methodology  used  to  evaluate  the  Central 
Subway  Alternatives  in  the  SEIS/SEIR  meets  industry  and  agency  accepted  standards  for  enviroimiental 
analysis.  Average  travel  times  are  presented  in  Table  3-1 1  on  page  3-39  (see  Response  to  Comment  AD- 
2  for  proposed  amendments  to  the  table  to  provide  additional  information).  As  noted  in  the  table,  travel 
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times  of  surface  bus  operations  that  require  numerous  stops  and  are  subject  to  surface  congestion  are 
longer  than  travel  times  would  be  on  the  Central  Subway  System.  While  access  times  to  bus  stops  may  be 
shorter  than  that  required  for  access  to  a  rail  station,  the  waiting  time  for  buses  would  be  subject  to  delays 
associated  with  surface  congestion.  The  additional  estimated  walk  times  for  rail  station  access  would  not 
negate  the  benefits  associated  with  reduced  in-vehicle  travel  time  for  the  subway  alternatives  (see 
Response  to  Comment  AD- 10  for  estimated  walk  and  wait  times).  Patrons  would  also  still  have  the 
option  of  making  their  trip  on  local  buses. 

AJ-4 

Station  entrances  for  both  the  Union  Square/Market  Street  Station  (five  entry  locations)  and  Chinatown 
Station  (one  entry)  will  provide  good  access  and  egress  for  passengers  traveling  along  the  Stockton  Street 
Corridor.  Passengers  can  access  other  Muni  streetcar  lines  and  BART  at  the  Powell  Street  Station  via  a 
two-block  subsurface  connection  from  the  Union  Square/Market  Street  Station,  and  can  access  the  2- 
Clement,  3-Jackson,  4-Sutter,  and  38-Geary  lines  within  one  block  at  the  surface.  The  Chinatown  Station 
provides  access  to  1 -California  within  one  to  two  blocks  of  the  station  depending  on  the  alternative.  The 
Chinatown  Station,  under  Alternatives  2  and  3A,  is  within  one  block  of  the  California  Street  cable  car  Une 
and  the  Alternative  3B  Chinatown  Station  is  located  within  one  block  of  the  Hyde  Street  cable  car  line.. 
In  addition,  surface  buses  would  remain  to  serve  other  destinations  not  directly  served  by  the  Central 
Subway  stations. 

AJ-5 

The  operational  analysis  and  cost  estimates  that  were  conducted  for  the  Central  Subway  financial 
feasibility  take  into  account  cost  savings  associated  with  the  reduction  in  frequency  of  service  on  the 
surface  lines  operating  in  the  Central  Subway  Corridor. 

AJ-6 

Construction  of  a  Chinatown  Station  would  require  the  acquisition  of  one  parcel  of  land  in  Chinatown. 
Station  sites  at  814-828  and  933-949  Stockton  Street  have  been  evaluated  in  the  SEIS/SEIR.  The 
acquisition  of  properties  would  be  subject  to  the  Uniform  Relocation  Act  and  potential  transit-oriented 
development  of  the  sites,  while  evaluated  for  general  visual  impacts  is  not  fully  evaluated  in  this 
SEIS/SEIR.  Any  specific  proposal  for  development  of  these  parcels  would  be  independently  evaluated 
through  a  public  environmental  and  approval  process  that  would  be  subject  to  community  input.  One  of 
the  recommended  mitigation  measures  for  transit-oriented  development  of  the  Chinatown  Station  for 
Alternative  3B  is  to  include  the  replacement  of  affordable  housing  impacted  by  the  building  demolitions 
and  to  provide  opportunities  for  small  ground  floor  retail  businesses  as  well.  Demolition  of  the  existing 
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building  and  the  impact  to  the  historic  character  of  Chinatown  is  discussed  on  pages  6-78  to  6-82  of  the 
SEIS/SEIR. 
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Letter  AK 


UNITED  STATES  ENVPRONM  EN? At  PROTECTION  ASINCY 
7$  Hawlhorne  Sereet 


LIS  Depsirtisieitt  of  Tt'ans|X)rtati(>n 
Federal  Tninsit  Atfmitilsf ration,  togion  IX 
201  MisJvkmJlteet,  Suite  1650 
Soi  FiBiiciscQ,,  CA  94105 


DEC  1  3  200? 
CIW&  COUNTY  QfS£ 


Subjecc:         Drsi'i  Swppleaicnfal  EnvirCiniiieritai  iil5|]«t  StascitTicni:  ios  ilic  Central 
SMb^vay,  Til  i  m  Hueet  Liglit  Rml  Phase  2  Proj.:«1  (C  EQ  ^2ltt1CW43) 

E^^sir  Mr.  Siikys: 

Alciniii:!!!  pui^uiint  to  tlu^  N^iliiX'ii^;  E-^nMrcnnu-rKil  i'.>      Aii  ;NL"PA}.  Cuuntfil  on 
EmircmnciUiil  Quality  iniQ]  icpjliiinn;;  Mil'  Ci  K  A'.ris  1  i-CG- !  508),  imO  Scffion  ll^of 
Ihc  tlcnn  Air  Acl.  Our  dcLu.i'd  cumiiiv-Ols  arv*  vTclosed. 

EPA  isiipporls  s^-erd  oftbc  prijitci'*^  uouls,  including  goals  io  reduce- 
efUVjitJffltienlal  Impma^,  maxiirsi^e  transii:  usy,  {ind  refeiCi  the  needs  and  desines  of  the 
conimuiiiiy.  RPA  &mmmnd&  the  eKlaiiii^^ie  CsaiiiiwiHiiy  ciiilrrnch  ami  etTurts  tt> 
iiwcuponaie  wireinunily  and  humtm  coiicefiis  iiiio  (he  pmjcci.  We  look  forwent!  to  llie 
swccsslul  inipJeujeiilalioa  iif  iln^  project,  While  we  have  aol  ideiUtJTed  eju  iro^isttenlal 
im|McLs  reqinrijig.  sufeia!;ii,i\^  cltaitgcs  Co  the  d-ocmmrit,  \ve  have  iilcniified  aims  xvhere 
mofc  irifasmiAioit  k  requested  tu  cliirify  eirvironm^Jliiiai  imppcis  and  ensure  projcci 
impsaets  ore  miJiiniissed.  EPA  has  rated  this  dbcnmetit  LO,  Imk qf  Ohkamm.  Please  see 
ttte  siltaclied  Mumig  Fae^m's  for  a  description  of  our  ratiiiy.  system. 

W'e  a|)pii2ciat€!  th«  oppotlujil^y  lo  revic^v  iIms  Draft  Sui>T5[enieiiuil  FSnviranmcnisI 
Impaei  StmimM  (SEIS).  Wlien  the  ¥iml  SEI^    relc,i:^!;d  \m  pubik  t:cvicvv.  plciisc  scml 
one  ^;c^py  to  il^e  iMldre&s  alxive  fffiail  code;  CHD-2).  Jf  ytia  have  any  quo&lianSv  p1en.sc 
coitlau!  Cijaaell  Dunuijig,  Twiit^^pririiuion  Tavai  Lead  (duitniiig.ciiangi I f^^cpa. govL  415- 
94?-4]til)or  Siisiiii  Sturychi,  hM  ls^•i^:wcl  tbr  ihis prnjeci  {stuxgcs.suH.iniVi qw^uv;  4!5- 


Sincerely, 

^  Nc^v£l  BlaxeJ,  Manager 

Bnvironmenlihl  Review  OJike 


AK-1 
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Eticlosujes:     BPA's  Dciailcd  Conwicnl^; 

Siimjuaiy  of  Rating  Dcflmilbriss 

ct:      ioen  Ku^ijei-,  CEcy  and  Caiiaty  ofS^n  Francisco  planning  DcpartiiieaJt 
John  Punghi,  H&n  Frarxbco  Municipal  Tianspojt«tli>n  A'Jtliarity 
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EPA  OrrAILED  COI^IMKNl^  OHITm  DRAFT  SUPPLEMENTAL  Eh?V!»?^MENTAL  IMPACT 
STATei^EISr  FOR  THECEMTRAL  SUBWAYrTHlED  STREET  LEOHT  RAIL  niASE  2  PROJECT, 
SAN  FlUNCISCO  COlfKiTY,  CAtJFOFMIA,  DBCEyBEE  10.  2007 


Spoil  l>£S|iusaJ 

The  Diaft  SupplemenlFJ  F.nvnn nr-ienlM  liiipacl  Statement  {$FJS.)d3.->4; tosses 
approximalcly  489,001)  ciibic  ymrds  {AUcrnalivt  \A)  to  637,tl'C0  cubit;  y^rd:^  (Altemalive 
3tJ)  of  cxcavu'^J  inateiial  will  be  gcncialcd  by  ilic  prx)iect  m<\  require  ciispQua].  hi 
nddkkm,  approxnuutcly  13.000  cxjbic  yards  nf  spoils  (Alternative       1o  35,OOD  cubic 
ysids  of  spoils  (Allcnntlivu  2)  wquUI  r^ccd  disposal  at  i£  CIass  [  fiKility.  The  Diai'i  SEJS 
sti^tes  that  spoils  vvitl  bj."  Lnu3sjjajt&1  by  trucks  fot:  nfT-site  diapusal  at  land  Hi  I."?:,  h^it  docs 
not  tEictuJc  information  on  the  LMivijt'ruiicntiil  elTi'Ct.'s  n."?s2;iciated  vvEth  oft-sjtc  st>oil 


Recmumnihfkm: 

IticiusJe  ill  the  Fhm\  SEfS  ii  disc  u^jsioii  of  the  mvlmusmnt^l  iisipEcts  associated 
witli  llie  dispos&l  of  excavBi^jd  materiiii  at  esieh  poteniiil  oil-site  dispdsal  ^ite, 
Ckirifv  flue  tim^liiie  for  finy  addjiioml  ^iiviTOiitttei'itiSil  n\>pmvnh  required  fur 
dtsposiil  (Seci  iois  1 05  cons^il^a^ion,  Chmi  Wfilet  Act  ScscEjon  404  peri'ttit. 
HridiUigeifiJ  Species  A«t  Section  7  wnmliMitm,  etc.). 


Air  Qtialiij- 


Thff  cORtitiJ  tsserisares  for  dusl  itid  exhaust  eijiii&sioji&  de^ailfd  in  Section  6J4 
coi^iincjjdable  mui  we  encourfige  Fe<tera1  Transit  AdmiiilMTmmi  iVTA)  to  ctMJimii  to 
thc^e  nieasiari^s  as  mhigation  in  tiie  Final  SBIS  and  fecord  of  Daemon  (ROD).  Oiven  the 
sci'loiLs  hesdtli  effosMs  tiiai  ttiesel  |)iiittctiiate  m\i  athex  iirre  particulates  can  &rm,  the 
projx^^d  larg^  mimbej  of  irtsicks  and  con^tr^aciion  eqtiipijjei^l.  and  tlie  laiie  niwifiibcr  of 
sefttiitivc  Tecept0ra  in  iie  isnoj-ect  corridor,  we  rctiirramenjd  liiat  FT  A  avoid  and  raiiiimi."^^ 
|iiPiTi55in  €^^rp^^:nre  10  psirtieulate  matt&r  simS  <li«sd  cjch-aust  {mm  tJie  pit^jccf  to  th«:  grcBtcsl 
c^iiaji  possible  In  iHWitiun  to  these  ineasiires,  we  rscDniiiicud  addiyojial  iwitlpti^iR 
lueasirr'^  for  tlw  Final  SEiS  smd  ROD  Ijetovvr 


•  i!isTa.ll  witi^  fencing  and  pha^e  i||-5diiag  upuratioiis  where  approprial^^,  and  optrrale 
Walter  imcloii  for  s^ahllizHtlon  ofsuffk:es  «nd«r  windy  t'Ondltions. 

•  Wiien  liaiilirif  iiiateriai  mi4  operating  iiian'yarthiiKivijng  equipment  onsite.  prevent 
spiiliaee  mid  Jiniic  spef^ds  to  1 5  ntite  pet  hocv  (tnph).  Limit  spmi  of  e;u iJi-ruos'ir.g 
«|uip9iieni  to*  to  mpli. 

•  Reduce  tt^e,  trips,  a;nd  mm^^smy  \Mn$  iwm  heavy  c<iuii3«incnt 

•  Maintain  and  mm  eaigineii  per  ttianufectuiiefs  spccificatjons  to  pc-ifuirn  at  EPA 
ceriiflcalioifi  tev^ls  and  to  pcrfurm  i%l  veiified  stan^arxis  applicabk-:  tu  rtjtrofit 
IciChEt'ijIogtes.  Etiiplciy  periodic,  unacltedilud  inispectiosis  to  limit  unnecessary 
idling  imd  to  ^mme  thai  conj^lTUcticjn  ciqnipmenl  is  pjopeyly  msaintaincd,  timed, 
and  jm>di lied  cansistiaiiC  vvilh  esfablj.ihcd  specifications. 
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•  Ul|]i/"c  EPA-i-cgisfejed  paTticylatc  traps  aiid  other  appropi'iste  contsxib  where 
suitable  to  nKJuce  eriMs^ions  of  dbicl  particulate  inallur  <ijid  other  pollulaafs  the 
ctniSEryctioK  site. 

•  To  the  extent  tcastblu,  tocate  coiistiudlioti  €j:|iupiTicnt  and  staging  zoticii  away 
(mm  aeiisitivc  rcceptot'3  and  fresh  air  intakes  to  bin' Wings  atid  air  cojitdilionL-r^j. 

Environmcnfal  Justice 


EP A  conimt'«cI.s  the  placet's  cxt&Jisivc  outreach  tt>  coiumuiijtics  and  etTtulS!  to 
ii'iccirpoiviic  cotnmunicy  feedback  into  the  project  in  an  aiea  willi  a  significant  niittiber  of 
lev  iijcomc  Rud  minority  residents-  The  Dv<il\  SBIS  idcuttftes  that  72  percent  af 
huiisehotds  residing  in  ilit;  Central  Subway  corridor  do  not  have  vehicles  and  lliat  9 
pcfceiit  a?e  nnemployed  MDipaiieid  to  county  aveiags;  of  25  f^Mmil  witliotit  vcliicJ^ss;  a.iid  5 
petiCfiiiif  •iii^jjiiploycd,  The  project  corridor  includes:  1 )  the  Chinatu  wn  ndghborhodd 
which  is  92  pcjcent  minority  (largely  Asian}  with  a  hvge  elderly  [xipulatiou^  and  2}  the 
DovvntDvm  und  South  of  Market  mum  wjlh  .i  larger  cuncentratbn  of  Alncun/Viiiericans 
with  76  psir  cnt  of  the  coinnniriiiy  luiisoriJy. 

Project  build  siltcrnativcs  will  ztmh  in  the  rclocatiun  of  S  to  10  hi^sintsses  a^iid 
Ircrm  I  or  2  rciidentiiiJ  ximU  tip  to  17  residential  fmi&  in  a  priMiotTilMntly  uiinority  aiKl 
tow  incntne  neighborhood  for  die  conslmclion  of  the  Chhmtovm  Station.  The  Draft  SBIS 
id-fniiilcK  rcdtjvetoping  the  Chinalo^vn  Slation  site  with  aflbidablc  housini^  liiiils  iibovc 
the  station  and  ground  floor  retail  wliere  pi>ssiblc  as  a  rrconuiicjidiilidi  to  miiiimize 
e^Tecls  nf  ttic  project.  To  ensure  that  inipiicJS;  associated  with  ^location  arc  muriuiized  to 
the  greatesl  degree  possible,  BPA  provides  the  followiixg  recomriiutidation: 

Recomwefiiiatioii: 

*  h\  Final  SBIS  and  ROD,  comnrit  tt>  ?he  liedevelopment  nf  fiffojd.ab]e  ho'-rsifig  and 
gtioi:nd  irlail  on  station,  sites  as  rcct:<j]ii«eKded  in  ihc  Drdft  SEIS.  Jdcinify  in  the 
Pinal  SRIS;  ])  the  timing  and  locatioi^  of  the  icdcvtjlnpn^.etil  strategics,  1)  die 
responsible  parly  for  the  rcdcvcSopmunt,  and  3)  Imw  »hc  r€ilcve]opnicnt  can  be 
jSfKioTporaied  hito  tlie  CentraJ  Stibway  eoiistriiction  schedule. 

Project  Fiindbii;  Shortfalt 

Section  8J  .4  of  the  Drsil  SHIS  estiiLiatcs  ihsit  S424  of  local  capil^il  fltnding  is  still 
unidentified  fur  the  project. 

•  In  ihu  Final  .SIvfSj  ensure  that  strategicis  identified  in  the  Drat^  SKIS  to 
accommodate  the  tunding  shoitfstl  (or  mlicr  siralegies  identified  in  Hjc  future  ) 
vvil]  not  result  in  adverse  imparls  to  the  community,  s;ueh  as  fare  increases  or 
reductions  in  €>s;  tsling  transit  service  or  maimtciianc^. 
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Responses  to  Letter  AK 
AK-1 

Comment  noted  that  EPA  has  not  identified  environmental  impacts  requiring  substantive  changes  to  the 
SEIS/SEIR,  but  rather  has  identified  areas  for  further  clarification  of  environmental  impacts  and  measures 
to  minimize  impacts.  EPA  has  rated  the  SEIS/SEIR  as  Lack  of  Objections.  SFMTA  will  continue  the 
ongoing  community  outreach  to  incorporate  community  and  business  concerns  in  the  planning  process  as 
the  project  moves  forward. 

AK-2 

Construction  of  the  Central  Subway  Project  is  estimated  to  begin  in  mid-to  late  2010,  following 
completion  of  the  environmental  review  process  in  the  summer  of  2008,  and  final  design  and  acquisition 
of  right-of-way  over  the  following  two  years.  At  present  it  is  likely  that  the  Altamont  Land  Disposal  site 
would  be  use  for  disposal  of  spoils.  The  Contractor  would  be  responsible  for  obtaining  the  necessary 
permits  and  approvals  for  the  disposal  of  spoils  over  the  three  year  excavation  period. 

The  SEIS/SEIR  Section  6.13  for  Hazardous  Materials  describes  the  potential  for  hazardous  materials  to 
be  present  in  soils  that  would  be  excavated.  The  preparation  of  a  Site  History  Report,  collection  and 
analysis  of  soils  samples,  preparation  of  a  Soils  Analysis  Report,  and  the  development  of  a  Site 
Mitigation  Report  would  be  required  to  comply  with  Article  20  of  the  San  Francisco  Municipal  Code  to 
protect  workers,  the  public,  and  the  environment.  The  Guidelines  for  the  Management  and  Disposal  of 
Excavated  Soils  is  described  on  page  6-105  of  the  SEIS/SEIR,  and  includes  soil  stockpile  sample 
collection  and  analytical  requirement  to  meet  landfill  acceptance  criteria. 

If  water  generated  from  dewatering  activities  is  to  be  discharged  directly  into  the  bay,  a  permit  from  the 
Regional  Water  Quality  Control  Board  is  required.  If  the  water  is  to  be  discharged  into  the  city's 
combined  storm  and  sanitary  sewer  system,  a  Batch  Industrial  Wastewater  Discharge  Permit  would  be 
required  from  the  San  Francisco  Public  Utilities  Commission,  Bureau  of  Environmental  Regulation  and 
Management. 

AK-3 

Comment  noted.  Measures  described  in  the  SEIS/SEIR  (pages  6-111  and  6-112)  to  control  dust 
emissions  during  construction,  and  to  reduce  exhaust  emissions  from  construction  equipment  will  be  part 
of  the  Mitigation  Monitoring  and  Reporting  Program  and  construction  specifications.  Because  most  of 
the  Central  Subway  Project  will  be  below  surface  streets  and  not  in  exposed  areas  of  carth-disturbancc. 
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the  recommended  mitigation  measures  for  wind  fencing  and  grading  would  not  be  applicable  to  this 
project. 

The  existing  control  measures  on  page  6-112  of  the  SEIS/SEIR  have  been  modified  to  include  EPA  Air 
Quality  measures. 

The  text  in  the  third  bullet  on  page  6-1 12  is  revised  as  follows: 

"The  idling  time  of  all  construction  equipment  used  at  the  site  shall  not  exceed  five 
minutes  per  hour.  All  equipment  shall  be  properly  tuned  and  maintained  in  accordance 
with  the  manufacturer's  specifications  to  perform  at  EPA  certification  levels  at  the 
manufacturer's  recommended  frequency.  Emplov  periodic,  unscheduled  inspections  to 
limit  unnecessarv  idling." 

The  following  measures  are  added  following  the  final  bullet,  page  6-112: 

•  "Reduce  use,  trips,  unnecessarv  idling  from  heavy  equipment. 

•  Use  EPA-registered  particulate  traps  and  other  appropriate  controls  where  suitable 
to  reduce  emissions  of  diesel  particulate  matter  at  construction  sites. 

•  When  hauling  material  and  operating  non-earthmoving  equipment  onsite,  prevent 
spillage  and  limit  speeds  to  15  mph.  Limit  speed  of  earthmoving  equipment  to  10 
mph." 

AK-4 

SFMTA  would  act  in  accordance  with  the  provisions  of  the  Uniform  Relocation  Act  and  existing  federal 
and  state  relocation  and  acquisition  laws  to  minimize  the  impact  on  affected  property  owners,  businesses 
and  residents.  In  addition  to  these  agency  requirements,  SFMTA  is  committed  to  working  closely  with 
the  Chinatown  community,  and  has  retained  the  services  of  the  Chinatown  Community  Development 
Center  to  assist  in  coordination  and  communication  with  residents  and  businesses  along  Stockton  Street  to 
ease  disruption  during  relocation,  where  possible  and  maintain  the  historic  neighborhood  character  and 
activities.  SFMTA  has  identified  the  potential  for  transit-oriented  development  space  at  the  proposed 
station  sites  to  facilitate  the  inclusion  of  affordable  housing  and  retail  space  in  the  structures  to  be 
designed  and  developed.  SFMTA  would  be  responsible  for  development  of  the  stations  to  maintain  the 
schedule  for  the  Central  Subway  Project.  The  conditions  of  project  approval  by  SFMTA,  the  Planning 
Commission,  and  the  ROD  by  FTA  will  also  include  transit-oriented  development  for  low  income 
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housing  and  retail  space.  The  RFP  for  station  design  will  be  issued  in  the  Fall  of  2009  during  the  next 
phase  of  project  design  development  and  would  include  independent  environmental  review,  public 
review,  and  approval  for  any  transit-oriented  development  above  the  station. 

AK-5 

The  text  in  Section  8.1.4  has  been  revised  to  reflect  the  fact  that  the  Locally  Preferred  Alternative, 
Alternative  3B,  is  fully  funded. 
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Letter  AL 


December  1, 2£K)7 

Mr.  Dwight  S,  Atcxandcr,  President 
Sau  Fi'aMcisco  Planning  Commiasiois 
]  650  Mission  Stncct  4  '  Floor 
Saa  Francisco^  CAS4103 

Mr.  Nathaniel  Fok2 
Executive  Dirixlor 
San  Francisco  Muntcipiil  Trimspomtion  Ag<aicy 
#  1  South  Vm  i^css  Aveaiue^  7th  Floof 
San  Francisco,  CA  94103 


Dear  Mn  Alexander  and  Mr.  Fotvl: 

We  the  «n(1e?si£ncs(l,  representing  Ujcj  interests  of  various  ^ivice  agencies  aiwf 
organisations  in  fiic  Chinese  communily  have  had  an  oppoitunity  to  review  the  Draft 
SEIi^SBIS  (Report)  on  the  Central  Subway  Project,  and  appreciate  titc  opportnnlty  to 
sliarc  willi  ynu  aur  obsoi'vations,  oommcnfs  and  recommendations. 

First  of  all,  we  wrsuld  like  to  reiterate  our  strong  support  of  the  pitsjecr,  and  see  ie  as 
es^tiai  to  the  future  social  at>d  economic  vitality  of  t!-»Q  Chinatown  Commimity,  At  the 
same  time>  wn  vrmi    reiterate  the  absolute  necessity  for  oiir  {continued  incln&idn  And 
iiivo  tvcraejit  io  the  dccisian  making  plx)cess^  in  light  of  the  very  scHmw  pmf  cct  impacts, 
m  well  as  tlie  rcsideaitiat  and  commercial  dislocation  that  may  occur, 

We  conctir  wholeheartedly  witts  tlic  findings  of  the  report  in  terms  of  the  need  Cor  the 
project.  We  cm  anticipate  that  the  engii^eoring  and  eonHlntction  ehftllenges  wiH  be  great, 
♦uid  that  the  over^vhehrLLJig  proportiori  of  rcsowrc^  will  be  committed  to  addiessiog  the 
*1>rfcks  a!id  mrartaf"  a&pects  of  the  project,  biii  wc  believe  tJ^al  it  is  equally  imporSuni  for" 
adequate  rcsowccs  to  be  allocated  to  address  the  social  and  economic  impiictsi  of  this 
massive  project 

We  believe  that  the  Report  toudacs  <Jn  most  of  (lie  Importanil  issues  c«r  areas  of  conccTn 
that  stem  from  the  project,  but  wc  wonid  like  to  lake  tliis  opportunity  to  cillicr  expand  m 
the  areas  of  ooticom  osrpoint  out  where  the  Report  is  inadequate  or  Iscking-  The 
refet-ences  to  the  RcpoJt  and  ourcotritneats  foltowr 

Chanter  5  Envlronnniiital  Consenuciiccs  and  Mitieatioii 

Page  5-1 1  "While  the  gteai^i  impact  on  residenis  and  businesses  ^muM  occur  in 
Chiiiatcnm,  the  mmber  of  yehcatiom  i<!  noi  substmtial  and  the  cotimmUy  has  expressed 
Strang  support  fo?-  the  project,  llw  impact  vf  ikese  acquisUiOfis  woidd  be  mitigaied 
thrrmgh  £KMing  relocation  assislance program  and  ikrauj^k  lyppwiuaiiiesfot 
dewlopifig  rfqihicemerti  housing" 


1 1  m? 
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We  sfronglj^  support  the  prolect^  but  w     KOT  cswncur  with  iMi  statcmefli  uiid 
tftke  issae  wltli  ttis  fatilEy  assiimpfiuiis.  The  scarcity  oJf  afforclsble  hniislRg  la  San 
rVaacJsco  WiOiild  refldcr  nny  resident kl  rclocaiion  diUkuIt  at  best*  and  when  there 
may  be  as  niimy  m  17  hnmsehAld^  Impftctedj,  findiag  reloe^oa  h4>iisiin||  ti^^t  I'jteli 
household  can  afTord  will  be  exfrcmdy  clmll£ngiii$[.  Jn  fldditiom^  the  relocalbn  M 
businesses  will  uot  include  my  rent  ftH^^i&tance  for  tho^c  bujsiaesscs  relocated,  so  otch 
business  wiW  be  faml  with  the  c]aaKi?ngc  of  re-building  a  business  In  unfamiliar 
siiiToiindingii  wb^le  faehtg  tlie  cfoiible:  dcmjinda  £if  ittcre£i£ed  reot  flud  loss  of  cmh 
flow  from  1(5  former  clleatelc  Furthernniu'e,  when  All  tbe  buS'kejs&s  from  half  of  n 
blocJc  face  ar«  eliminated,  fhe  rdocatloin  will  hpive  a  ripptbi|[  affeel  nad  wlU  Impact 
busi]jesses  for  mveral  MmJils  around  tM  project  site-. 

Far  these  reasons  we  s!tr«3i||f  ^irge  ths  pr^jject  spwsor  to     llie  fbllftwliigs 
1.  Ensmre  thiit  a<liqM»t€  reioarijeg  mt  aiads  afsilihli  Ifl-r  i-^WeiiW 
relocationi 

^.  litauim  thit  fi;iiiding  U  ^^^uired  U  buM  tlm  iipproprkl^  ipmb^r  Qf  wiiif s 
of  rtpteceineit  hoiisiifiii 

3,  WmMiit  rcoEiM  m  property  Immmg  assistantse  i»  liiijMcted  bmimMm  in 
idciltloii  1^  iM  ttlomikm.  msU^ 

4.  CmdMcA  m  ^x&mmic  m&l^  to  €^mlm     impmt  of  the  lost 
b^siiiisses  }lid  to  eliv-etop  the  strategies  for  i«w  tewMKic  deYelopjiient  or 
the  pra-ject  siM  and  la  Ih*  pTOffiet       indndSttg  tlil:  p&ssfMe  'Wf e  ef 
e&aeo-urse  r^tsi  spgjee  ii^  w&M  m  imilti-iit^ry  mmm&cMi  dtmletpmmL 

Page  5-iS3  Di^isskw]  ofth^  pokafiilial  esscpssiife  of  worteiR?  to  has^ardDiis  tnaEeriftls. 

Wc  believe  that  thta  se^ilon  Is  laadequfite  b-eefiMsc  It  doca  not  address  the  possible 
exposure  to  hssj^rdoits  materlalt  of  thos«  who  live  and  work  to  the  Chinatown 
CoRinninitjv  K^art  should  detail  the  hazardous  materials  that  niay  be  its^ 
emitted,  or  prodnct^rf  (siolvtsmtej  emissionsi,  co-rr^ssivss  und  Uixic  materialsii  etc.)  as  well 
a&  the  ndtEgation  mc^sisureas  that  i^iil  he  emplo}f!d  to  ctjiifnixt  Ihdr  impacts. 

Fa|je  S^S  Dis&Msion  of  lair  qmilky  mdym. 

W<$h$M$v^-  thi^i  this  iecHon  is  hw&m^mti$  hecMise  Ihe^e     »  proviiifsiis  flor  air 
quality  Mslytli  Jii  tlte  CMmtmii  mm, 

Pigjj  5-7?  to  5-87  BisMssiOiK  of  ttofee  aiidvibralion  issues  along  wiib  siantMs  and 

Wc  believe  that  this  Election  is  ii3;idequ^tc  because  it  merely  assumes  thnt  noise  and 
vibration  levels  will  fall  within  acceptable  stnndjii'ds,  and  doe*  not  provide  any 

ifldicistkni  of  how  these  aitiifldards  wilf  he  moniitorcd  or  enfoi'CEd,  and  by  whom,  nor 
vfhut  measures  would  be  mken  If  the  slaadni  ds  arE  eiceeeded, 


AL-2 


AL-3 
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Oiatttfer  6  CmMructlon  Jji^nacfx  and  Mkigafioit 

There  arc  fkr  ioo  mmy  areas  wfierc  wc  have  qEcsuons  mgardiag  Uie  conslruelion  itti|Micte 
af  Ibc  prnjccl,  mj  thither  than  cite  each  concern  and  regjcat  outseJvfts  adnnmmm^  we 
would  Kfce  lo  jvisX  state  some  of  the  points  th^t  wc  believe  shiiuJd  be  iticliided  in  the  finat 
Report,  TJicsQ  incMde  the  foliowmg: 

1 .  The  discussion  of  c^jnsEruclion  methodology  and  unpacts  should  include  the 
anticipiited  truck  routes  lhat  will  be  used  for  haiilji5;g  away  dfcbris  for  each  of  the 
options;, 

2,  The  Report  stiilcs  tlist  DPT  will  dwelop  the  dddm  routes  foir  non-trattsit  traflk, 
but  it  should  iischide  the  rKjuircmcut  that  0PT  work  in  concert  with  the 
cainmiimt}'"bi]siii'CSfK^  and  orpnlzatLons  te*  develop  this  plaji; 

3,  Tfjq  detour  maps  cofltained  in  (he  apperidix  arc  diffiwdl  to  read  and  m  need  of 
addittonal  explanation;  revised  maps  should  be  easily  understood  by  the  public^ 

4,  The  Report  sug;gcstH  that  parking  spatces  lost  as  a  result  of  Dnimtruction  will  only 
be  iempor-aryi  in  f^iet,  some  of  (be  parkmg  sps^es  lost  a  result  of  congtmclion 
maybepi3mrt«4?rV/i>'  Iml; 

5.  The  issue  of  settlement  due  lo  vibratioit  or  liimieling  was  discussed  in  a  numbtsr  of 
sections^  Ibis  is  an  oxtrcinely  iniportant  matter  hi  our  view,  and  must  eontainmore 
spccifica,  especially  in  terms  of  creating  a  system  or  mecEintiism  that  has  the 
ability  to: 

a.  Monitor  ^iind  settlement; 

b.  Provide  a  chsumcl  for  accepting  and  responding  to  cnmplsdnts; 

c.  Perform  tiii?dy  liispectioKs; 

d.  Schedule  compeafiation  grouting  or  other  mitigation  measures; 
0.  Accept,  procesK,  and  adjudicate  cfainis. 

6.  Speci fics  on  who  is  responsible  fiw  enforcing  the  Vtmk  piactic«s  {keeping 
equipment  tuned,  ILmiEing  idlmg  times,  limiting  use  of  e^^uipmetrt,  etc.)  aimed  at 
reducing  noise,  emissions  and  pollution  should  also  be  included. 

Genera]  Comments  on  tJic  Draft  SElR/SEiS 

Property  Acqiifsltias 

The  Report  identifies  two  locations  as  potential  $\ics  for  ihc  Chinatown  Station  -  (he 
Nlng  Young  AsRociatioa  -siite  (S  14'82S  Stocktou)»  and  ihcHogan  and  Vest  site  (933- 
949  Stockton). 

Of  these  Iwo  sites,  we  feel  that  the  Ilogan  aim  Vest  site  is  itiorc  central,  located  closer  lo 
the  bear,  of  Chinato^^n,  and  in  th^l  j-e^^pect,  a  siipciior  location;  this  aitc  may  also  lead 
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itself  to  the  a<3dittan  of  a  secotid  ontiy  p<?rtgi  since  it  k  a  mmdt:  sife;  atfdttionallyj  lis  his* 
will  allow  greatw  flsjiibiJilj/  for  possible  fiitu-w  dav^loprttME  &f  replacement  hmmng  and 
commemial  sp^€&,  especially  when  cosf  is  wjisfdered,  On  the  other  liaod,  it 

could  contiibirtc  to  more  ativejse  constmcljoti  impacts,  especially  i>n  the  Gm6m  L  Lm 
ele-nieastfiry  school  that  bofdciH  ihii      aad  k  would  also  result  in  ilje  displaceinetit  of  8 
busmtsssc^  and  17  atTordabl©  hmimig  imits,  wbil^i  ttie  Ning  Yeongsit^  -wquM  regult  m 
less  iicstdcmtial  C2  wits)  und  hMiijessi  (ID  nmts)  ainplfteemetit. 

WhiHc  the  Ning  Yeujig  site  wiJI  result  m  less  dkplacetmnt,  k  dm     somt  llmtMmvsi 
becaPSKS  it  Is  a.  mM-Hoeksitej  the  dcvdopwmtof  a  ^ecoutl  poilai  wm^ld  require  an  eaitry 
on  Hajig  Ah  A13oy>  necessiiatiiig  emlry  off  of  the  imtn.  streets.  Etevelopiuettt  ijas  this  site 
may  also  be  moi'$  c^nsfcramM  due  to  its  smaiier  fmtpi'mt,  as  well  as  to  provisJonsi  of  th& 
local  ordkaacc  thai  goverKs  the  shadowing  m^mU  af  this  pcojest  on  ilia  Willie  "Woo 
Woq"  Wong  Ptaygrpi2H(I.  Perliaps.  the  bi^esl  dmwhafik  £if  this  sitc^  however^  if?  its 
bcation,  wfaicli  is  lurther  frorn  llie  Chinatown       thaii  tfie  HogiMi  aud  Vest  stto. 

Both  sites^  howcwr-»  ma  pment  muihm  wlmh  sM  of  chailaigis.  The  ac^qptsitiaji 
private pi'opei'ty  in.  Cbliiiato%vii  can  be  y&ry  imprcdictohia,  and  since  tliece  aren't  Stiy  fiieer 
provigbns  ffet  cjattmiuiiiealiiig  with  cite  fji'operty  own^^  M  tbis  time,  w©  mmmt 
ascertain,  their  willia^^  oriinwillingi^^  ?o  jsell. 

hi  eithm-caso,  wM'Ojil  a  wMkig  seller^  thts  SPMTA  asid  tJie  City  sijid  Ctotinty  of  Sail 
Infgtteiseo  nmy  mcmmWr  majof  dss^kys  in  ihe  cfeveiaptiMnl  praecjss,  if  etitirtstil 
domain  is  cxmjis^,  Tte  coiiid  advmely  afifcetpnc^fect  eosts  m  a  very  spbstiintial  way. 

lit  light  of  the  v<Hy  tiglit  prolecs  s^^!h«^ui^^  i»at  PXA  e?(^scls  SFMTA  to  adhere  to,  aitd 
with  considcimtiop  that  a  coM^tcd  asqiiiaition  may  delay  or  even  tierail  the  project^  it 
may  rnafee  good  sense  for  SFMTA  to  coisidief  mifnetiQas  atteoiativ^      instead  of 
bckinioi*  to  one  site. 

It  is  our  undarslftndiiig  that  th)E5  hsy  d&tkiotMmkem  gnjdpncjjeef  staff  had  toiiiTod  the 
comtuutify  mrWtv,      iMd  in  hct  looked  M  other  aates,  Wc  strraigiy  pscomtTtsnd  that  you 
Goniinue  to  give  wnsidemtioii  to  cyalP5tiP;g  Sliese  o[h®r  slim  as  wdh 

AiiMjpg  th&ge  atteraate  ^ife,  theMerth  Ping  Yujcn      (SS0  Facsfrc)  and  the  Cojitral  Ping 
Yuen  sit€  (795  Paeific),  are  iiita^  that  wmM  mmd  stjme  of  the  potcLitiaJ  pitf^jlls  involvncd 
with  private  property  acqaisitiofi;  W43  thejefom  rccominsnd  drnt  yoit  look  seriously  fit 
tlm^  two  dim,  ^psseinlly  llic  Hoilh  Ping  YueiJ  sit©. 

The  North  F'nig  Yum  site  ittdud«ss  am  oixjn  mm  on  the  NW  conKsr  of  Pacific  Avenue  and 
Cordelia  Piicja  that  might  lend  itself  to  deTClopjncnt  of  an  etilraiicc  to  the  nortluau  etid  of 
the  proposed  atatioti,  and  may  be  .the  ^uiJerior  location  %vit!iiji  the  eaidrc  Ping  Yuen 
housing  complcK. 

Since- l?5Jh  sites  ars  p^Wkprnperty,  tfic  ability  to  negotiate  the  use  of  air  rights, 
eajfcmcfjts,  t>r  other  righte  of  ftosss  md  im  jmy  be  rnofe  predictable,  Tn  addiiioji,  it 
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appears  that  little  displacement  of  residents  or  bitsinesses  would  be  roqinred.  T.*oc4itiii|;  the 
station  in  cb&e  proxitnlfy  to  tho  Hng  Yneu  housing  developments  may  also  have  m\ 
nMtd  benefit  of  making  trmsit  iisc  most  convenient  to  thoso  who  are  most  transit 
dejitaideait.  However,  since  iheic  has  hosn  little  discussion  abowt  the  passibElity  of 
devulopmeiJt  on  Ihese  sites  witliPing  Ynon  residents,  it  is  difficult  Co  gauge  rhcii' 
lecqpUvify  at  \hh  lm&.  hi  short,  we  feel  (hat  a^'oiding  a  protracted  acquisition  process 
may  uStimatcly  enable  better  adlierenc^  to  a  demisndiiig  project  schedule. 

Regardless  of  the  site  th4it  is  iiUimatcly  selected^  we  believe  that  it  ia  cssrailial  to  fiJlly 
explore  thcpoKsibilily  of  fidding  multiple  entry  portals  to  the  seleded  site  during  tho  final 
design  phase  of  thepmjeet  in  oidei'  to  maxiatke  Ihe  utility  of  the  selected  site. 

imntnciif  sil  Justice  Issites 

Hie  Report  touclied  on  the  ciivironnMsntal  justiec  issues  that  stem  fiiom  this  project^  but  it 
docs  not  aclequalely  address  that  m%m,  It  is  prceiscJy  hccaLisc  Chmntown  is  a  community 
of  wiany  low-inciirac  residents  and  sisiall  businesses  without  the  capital  and  fin^ittcial 
support  of  a  eoiporate  striiGture  that  th«  impacts  will  be  far  gmater  ihm\  m  a  more  afflucmt 
conitnujiiiy. 

For  thos/O  reasojis,  we  fsrmly  belicvie  that  a  wmpnehsnisive  progrottn  of  commmiity 
mitigation  mea&mes  and  bensdils  shouJd  be  an  iitegiftlpEn  i  ef  Uiia  pmlect.  We  anticipate 
that  at  a  minimum,  this  program  imist  include  the  foilovi;ing  dements  oreompaiientsi: 

1 .  Pull  relocation  benefits  for  any  residents  and  businesses  dispUtced  by  the 
project,  including  rent  ujisistatice  for  dt^faccd  businesses; 

2.  The  construction  of  I  for  1  affordable  replacement  housing  for  any  aflfbrdable 
housing  stoek  eiminated  bcous&e  of  tlie  pmject; 

3 .  The  development  of  rqplaccment  retail  space  cnmparablc  or  superior  to  that 
lost  due  to  eoustractian,  the  development  of  additional  conunercial  space  to 
promote  economic  vitality  in  tlue  impacted  aiea; 

4.  Ettiplo>'mg  tJ)c  maximiun  level  of  community  resident  in  nil  project  and 
project-ralatcd  employment  opportunities; 

5.  The  maximum  use  of  ootrioiumty  businesses  aud  Chinese -/vmericaji  vcindors 
and  cofdKiclots  in  all  project  anciprojcct-rBlatcd  contraetij; 

6.  Strong  conunitoent  to  \\st  and  support  comniunity  ailists  in  tfee  Public  Arts 
propam  of  the  pn3j<>!:l; 

7.  A  ppoacfivc  progt^ra  lo  address  poteistial  public  Iseaith  impacts  associated 
witii  vcmiiR  inlcstBtion  and  migratioit; 
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S,  Dcvctopmcat  of cris^ive  appmidics  to  iiutj|ate  impacts^  mt^  as  mpm^ms, 
tliePmk  and  Ride  Shuttle,  using  mmee^tfmtmits  to  feed  workers,  dcveJopjng 
cotttmgeiacy  mealies  to  adip^s      of  ptfwer^  noi^c,  sIisse,  oongcittlain,  «ic^ 

9.  A  comprdhcnaive  biliE^ual  pcibJic  bifoHnsrion  and  problcm'^MiOig  progiam 
aitncd  at  {wldre^liflj^  tlie  ejitire  spcctem  of  ftonceois  ihM  may  arise  di»d»g  the 
COTsfructioii       <af  the  piii^ecl. 

1 0.  A  w€lJ  pliamed  tonsitioji  to  new  Mveaue  rvice  lacMi^  Ihe  piwisto  of 

Wc  wo«M  JiJci3  to  eonoWe  our  corame^it?;  by  one©  again  vmdng  our  straj^g  support  for 
tlie  Ceatoi  Siibwaj'  projecL  At  th^  same  tisB&j  we  be-Heve  that  givbg  senous 
coflsideratioii  to  akeaiMive  sites,  osi  well  as  developing  a  e&m|tf eibt3isi¥E  plan  t&  addrass 
project  Jmpacfs  will  mhance  the  project's  Mellhood  of  succiesa. 

We  look  fofivard  to  wof^ing  witli  yon  arid  j^tir  prcyeet  s{aff  on,  tliis  very  PiJportEtet 
project.  Should  ym  need  io  umiSact  atty^jf    M  my  l^mc^  am  paini  of  coritajit  fihoiiW  be 
Mr.  Gc^rdom  Qiiri,  Oiiujctar  cjf  Hie  Chinatown  Cmmmmif  Devbiopitidal:  Carter  (CCOQ- 


AL-21 

AL-22 
AL-23 


Mt,  Sidney  Chm 

Cbiiaj^e  Qimber  of  Cmnmmm 


Mm.  Durocn  Der-ycCbutl 


Fing  Ytien  Riisidtsolg  toprovefJatsiit 
AiiSDdiiltidil 


Vice  PjfesEdeoat 

CoiMiHiJiJly  Tenants  Assjocitttttm 


Mr.  Qm^Qu  Chin, 
Exmiixh'^  Director 

ChiiiatoWEi  Cotnminity  Itevdopmeiit  CeDt^r 
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Responses  to  Letter  AL 
AL-1 

Comment  of  support  for  the  project  as  essential  to  the  future  social  and  economic  vitality  of  the 
Chinatown  Community  is  noted.  SFMTA  is  committed  to  continued  inclusion  and  involvement  of  the 
Chinatown  community  in  the  design  development  and  decision  making  process  for  the  project.  SFMTA 
has  contracted  with  the  Chinatown  Community  Development  Community  (CCDC)  for  assistance  in 
public  outreach  to  the  Chinatown  community  during  the  environmental  review  process,  and  for  assistance 
during  project  development  to  minimize  impacts  to  property  owners  and  tenants  that  would  be  impacted 
during  construction  or  would  be  relocated  for  the  transit-oriented  station  development. 

AL-2 

The  statement  from  page  5-11  of  the  SEIS/SEIR  is  incorrect.  Revised  text  is  provided  below  to  correct 
the  statement. 

As  described  on  page  6-49  of  the  SEIS/SEIR,  SFMTA  would  be  required  to  develop  a  detailed  Relocation 
Plan  designed  to  minimize  impacts  to  the  businesses  displaced  by  the  project,  including  relocation 
assistance  and  payments.  Each  residential  household  and  each  business  displaced  by  the  Chinatown 
station  will  be  relocated.  Minimum  relocation  payments  are  set  by  law,  and  include  moving  expenses  and 
search  expense  payments  for  businesses  and  referrals  to  comparable  location  for  displaces.  Mitigation 
measures  described  on  page  6-53  state  that  redevelopment  of  affordable  housing  units  on  the  Chinatown 
Station  site  above  the  station  and  ground  floor  retail,  where  it  is  compatible  with  station  access,  could 
further  reduce  the  adverse  impacts  of  displacement  of  existing  residential  units  and  small  businesses  in 
Chinatown.  Relocation  activities  associated  with  the  Locally  Preferred  Alternative  (Alternative  3B)  will 
begin  as  soon  at  the  Final  SEIS/SEIR  is  approved  by  the  City  and  the  Record  of  Decision  is  issued  by 
FT  A  and  the  project  is  approved  by  SFMTA  Board.  The  schedule  shows  over  a  year  between  project 
approval  and  the  beginning  of  construction.  The  services  of  CCDC,  as  described  in  Response  to 
Comment  AL-1  above,  will  assist  in  communicating  with  neighborhood  businesses  and  residents  and  in 
identifying  potential  properties  within  Chinatown  for  relocation  opportunities  for  both  residents  and 
businesses.  SFMTA  real  estate  would  be  responsible  for  relocation. 

The  last  two  sentences,  paragraph  third  paragraph,  page  5-11  is  revised  as  follows: 

"While  the  greatest  impact  on  businesses  and  residences  would  occur  in  Chinatown,  the 
number  of  relocations  is  not  substantial  and  the  community  has  expressed  strong  support  of 
the  Project.    The  impact  of  these  acquisitions  would  be  mitigated  through  existing 
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relocation  assistance  programs  and  through  opportunities  for  developing  affordable  housing 
on  the  Chinatown  Station  site." 

The  following  text  is  added  to  end  of  the  fourth  paragraph,  page  6-54: 

"MTA  will  provide  rental  or  property  leasing  assistance  to  impacted  businesses  in 
addition  to  the  relocation  costs." 

AL-3 

Section  5.10  of  the  SEIS/SEIR  addresses  hazardous  materials  from  operation  of  the  Central  Subway 
Project  and  Section  6.13  address  hazardous  materials  during  construction  of  the  project.  Hazardous 
materials  during  operation  would  include  the  t)^ical  use,  handling  and  storage  of  hazardous  materials 
such  as  degreasers,  lubricants,  cleaning  solutions,  solvents,  paints,  and  miscellaneous  petroleum  products 
used  for  maintenance  activities.  Use  of  these  materials  is  heavily  regulated  by  the  State  and  by  the  City 
and  will  be  included  in  routine  inspections  by  SFMTA  and  the  City  Department  of  Public  Health. 

Section  6.13  (page  6-100  to  6-109)  details  the  potential  for  encountering  hazardous  materials  during 
construction  and  the  required  measures  to  minimize  exposure  by  workers  or  the  public.  The  Site 
Mitigation  Report  required  by  Article  20  of  the  San  Francisco  Municipal  Code  would  include  specific 
measures  to  be  undertaken  during  construction  to  protect  site  workers,  the  public  and  the  environment. 

AL-4 

The  air  quality  analysis  focused  on  the  portion  of  the  Central  Subway  Corridor  that  would  be  at  the 
surface  level  and  could  affect  traffic  circulation  and  localized  emissions  on  City  streets.  The  Central 
Subway  through  Chinatown  would  be  below  ground  where  surface  traffic  and  therefore  air  quality  would 
not  be  affected.  Measures  to  minimize  dust  during  construction  are  described  on  page  6-111  and 
measures  to  minimize  exhaust  from  construction  equipment  are  described  on  page  6-112  of  the 
SEIS/SEIR.  These  measures  would  apply  to  the  Chinatown  Station  area. 

AL-5 

Similar  to  air  quality  impacts,  impacts  from  noise  and  vibration  are  primarily  related  to  the  surface 
segments  of  the  proposed  project,  not  to  the  segment  in  deep  tunnel  (Chinatown).  The  majority  of 
potential  noise  and  vibration  impacts  in  Chinatown  would  result  from  construction  activities  at  the  station 
location.  Noise  and  vibration  levels  will  need  to  meet  the  San  Francisco  Noise  Ordinance  Limits. 
Mitigation  measure  to  minimize  impacts  are  described  on  pages  6-117  and  6-118  of  the  SEIS/SEIR  and 
include  hiring  an  acoustical  consultant  to  prepare  a  Noise  and  Vibration  Control  Plan  that  would  identity 
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all  potential  impacts  and  would  provide  adequate  control  measures  to  demonstrate  that  the  noise  and 
vibration  criteria  and  limits  would  be  achieved.  The  Plan  would  include  a  noise  monitoring  plan  that 
would  specify  monitoring  locations,  equipment,  procedures  and  schedule  of  measurement,  and  reporting 
methods  to  be  used.  Monitoring  Reports  will  be  summarized  and  reported  by  SFMTA  to  the  Citizens 
Advisory  Group  (CAG)  for  the  Central  Subway  that  includes  Chinatown  representatives.  Monitoring 
reports  will  also  be  provided  to  the  CCDC  at  project  meetings. 

In  addition,  construction  noise  and  vibration  mitigation  is  also  part  of  the  Mitigation  Monitoring  and 
Reporting  Program,  Appendix  I. 

AL-6 

Page  6- 1 1  states  that  Stockton  Street  would  be  used  to  access  the  station  construction  site  for  hauling 
materials,  equipment,  and  spoils  for  the  Chinatown  Station.  Preliminary  truck  routes  for  the  hauling  of 
debris  have  been  developed  since  the  pubhcation  of  the  Draft  SEIS/SEIR.  Text  additions  that  describe 
the  truck  haul  routes  have  been  added  to  the  SEIS/SEIR,  page  6-16.  These  routes  may  be  refined  during 
the  final  design  phase.  During  refinement  of  the  construction  detour  routes,  SFMTA  will  work  with  the 
Chinatown  community  and  business  organizations  to  ensure  that  neighborhood  disruption  is  minimized. 

The  last  paragraph,  page  6-16  is  revised  as  follows: 

"Guideway  excavation  would  proceed  in  a  northerly  direction  from  the  portals  south  of 
Bryant  Street  towards  Union  Square.  As  guideway  excavation  proceeded,  muck  would 
be  transported  through  the  constructed  portions  of  the  guideway  to  each  portal  before 
being  hauled  off-site  for  permanent  disposal.  The  south  portal  on  Fourth  Street  would  be 
the  primarv  truck  loading  site.  Trucks  carrying  materials  from  the  portal  site  would  be 
routed  directly  to  the  I-8Q  freewav  for  disposal  sites  to  be  determined  bv  the  contractor. 
Truck  travelling  east  on  1-80  would  travel  south  on  Fourth  Street,  west  on  Brannan  Street, 
and  north  on  Fifth  Street  to  the  1-80  eastbound  on-ramp.  Trucks  travelling  westbound  on 
1-80  (southbound)  would  travel  south  on  Fourth  Street,  east  on  Brannan  Street,  north  on 
Third  Street,  and  west  on  Harrison  Street  to  the  1-80  westbound  on-ramp.  The 
southbound  trucks  from  the  Third  Street  portal  would  follow  this  same  route.  The  trucks 
from  the  Third  Street  portal  going  east  on  1-80  would  continue  west  on  Harrison  Street, 
turning  south  on  Fifth  Street  to  the  1-80  eastbound  on-ramp. 

• 

Spoils  from  excavation  of  the  Chinatown  Station,  the  crossover  cavern  and  the  tail  track 
tunnels  would  be  removed  by  way  of  the  Chinatown  Station  access  shaft  and  hauled  off- 
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site  for  disposal.  Trucks  from  Chinatown  would  travel  on  Stockton  Street  to  eastbound 
Broadway,  south  on  Battery  Street,  and  continuing  south  on  First  Street  to  the  1-80 
eastbound  freeway-ramp  or  continuing  west  on  Harrison  Street  to  the  1-80  westbound  on 
ramp. 

Spoils  generated  from  excavation  of  the  Union  Square  Station  and  the  guideway  tunnels 
north  of  Union  Square  would  be  hauled  to  the  surface  at  Union  Square  and  hauled  off-site 
for  disposal.  Trucks  from  the  Union  Square  Station  construction  site  would  travel  south 
on  Stockton  Street  continuing  on  Fourth  Street  to  the  1-80  eastbound  on-ramp  or  turning 
west  on  Harrison  Street  and  south  on  Fifth  Street  to  the  1-80  eastbound  on-ramp. 

Spoils  generated  from  excavation  of  Market  Street  Station  and  Moscone  Station  would  be 
hauled  to  the  surface  at  Stevenson  and  Clementina  Streets,  respectively,  before  being 
hauled  off-site  for  permanent  disposal.  An  estimated  524,000  cubic  yards  of  spoils  would 
be  disposed  of  for  Alternative  2,  resulting  in  approximately  8  truck  trips  per  day  during 
the  4.5  year  construction  for  the  guideway  and  8  to  10  daily  truck  trips  from  each  station 
during  the  station  excavation  periods.  Trucks  from  the  Moscone  and  Market  Street 
Stations  construction  sites  would  travel  south  on  Fourth  Street  to  the  1-80  eastbound  on- 
ramp  or  take  Fourth  Street,  west  on  Harrison,  and  south  on  Fifth  Street  to  the  1-80 
westbound  on-ramp. 

The  following  text  is  added  as  a  new  paragraph  following  the  first  paragraph,  page  6-25: 

"The  south  portal  on  Fourth  Street  would  be  the  primarv  truck  loading  site.  Trucks 
carrving  materials  from  the  portal  site  would  be  routed  directly  to  the  1-80  freewav  for 
disposal  sites  to  be  determined  by  the  contractor.  Trucks  travelling  east  on  1-80  would 
fravel  south  on  Fourth  Street,  west  on  Brannan  Street,  and  north  on  Fifth  Street  to  the  I- 
80  eastbound  on-ramp.  Trucks  travelling  westbound  on  1-80  (southbound)  would  travel 
south  on  Fourth  Street,  east  on  Brannan  Street,  north  on  Third  Street,  and  west  on 
Harrison  Street  to  the  1-80  westbound  on-ramp.  Trucks  from  the  from  the  Moscone 
Street  Station  construction  site  would  travel  south  on  Fourth  Street  to  the  1-80  eastbound 
on-ramp  or  continue  west  on  Harrison  Street  and  south  on  Fifth  Street  to  the  1-80 
westbound  on-ramp.  Trucks  from  the  Union  Square/Market  Street  Station  construction 
site  would  travel  south  on  Fourth  Street  then  follow  the  same  route  south  as  the  trucks 
from  the  Moscone  Station.  Trucks  from  Chinatown  would  travel  on  Stockton  Street  to 
eastbound  Broadway,  south  on  Batterv  Street,  and  continuing  south  on  First  Street  to  the 
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1-80  eastbound  freeway-ramp  or  continuing  west  on  Harrison  Street  to  the  1-80 
westbound  on  ramp. 

The  following  text  is  added  as  a  new  paragraph  following  the  second  paragraph,  page  6-25: 

"Eastbound  trucks  hauling  debris  from  the  TBM  extraction  pit  would  go  southeast  on 
Columbus  Avenue,  east  on  Washington  Street,  south  on  Battery  Street,  and  continue 
south  on  First  Street  to  the  1-80  eastbound  on-ramp.  Southbound  trucks  would  follow  the 
same  route  continuing  west  on  Harrison  Street  to  the  1-80  westbound  on-ramp." 

The  following  text  is  added  as  a  new  paragraph  following  the  third  paragraph,  page  6-32: 

"The  haul  routes  for  the  portal  and  the  station  construction  sites  would  be  the  same  as 
described  for  Alternative  3  A." 

AL-7 

DPT  and  SFMTA  will  work  with  the  Chinatown  community  to  develop  the  final  detour  routes  for  surface 
traffic.  Page  6-37  describes  that  the  detour  routes  in  the  appendix  are  potential  detours.  Prior  to  final 
design,  the  SFMTA  would  select  the  most  appropriate  detour  routes  and  develop  temporary 
Transportation  System  Management  (TSM)  measures  along  these  routes.  Detour  routes  would  be 
advertised  prior  to  construction  in  the  local  media.  Traffic  control  police  would  monitor  critical  locations 
along  the  detours  and  would  report  traffic  issues  to  DPT  and  SFMTA  for  corrective  action. 

The  second  sentence,  paragraph  six,  page  6-37  is  revised  as  follows: 

"Prior  to  final  design,  the  MTA  would  select  the  most  appropriate  detour  routes,  working 
in  cooperation  with  community  and  business  organizations,  and  develop  temporary 
transportation  system  management  measures  along  these  routes,  e.g.  additions  of  turn 
lanes  at  key  intersections,  conversion  of  parking  lanes  into  peak  period  travel  lanes,  etc." 

AL-8 

The  Temporary  Construction  Detours  in  the  Chinatown  station  area  show  traffic  being  detoured  from 
Stockton  Street  between  Clay  and  Washington  Streets,  to  Kearny  Street  with  access  via  Clay  or 
Washington  Streets. 
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AL-9 

The  loss  of  parking  spaces  associated  with  the  operation  of  the  Central  Subway  is  documented  in  Section 
3.2.4,  pages  3-58  through  3-64.  Text  is  added  in  Section  6.3.4  to  clarify  where  the  permanent  loss  of 
parking  is  discussed.  Of  the  44  spaces  along  Stockton  Street  between  Clay  and  Jackson  Streets,  38  spaces 
would  be  retained  and  6  spaces  would  be  lost  over  the  long  term  for  Alternative  3B  to  provide  space  for 
the  station  emergency  hatch.  All  parking  spaces  would  be  lost  during  construction  because  of  truck 
access  during  the  54  months  of  station  construction. 

The  following  text  is  added  following  the  second  sentence,  first  paragraph,  page  6-41: 

"Therefore,  substantial  curb  parking  areas  would  be  temporarily  removed  during 
construction,  placing  higher  parking  demands  upstream  and  downstream  of  the 
construction  zone,  and  on  nearby  streets.  Parking  spaces  that  would  be  permanently  lost 
as  a  result  of  the  Central  Subwav  Project  are  discussed  in  Section  3.2.4," 

AL-10 

Site-specific  designs  to  limit  potential  construction  related  settlements  will  be  addressed  during  the  next 
phase  of  project  development  for  the  adopted  alternative  and  will  include:  detailed  evaluations  of  the  site- 
specific  geotechnical  properties  of  the  subsurface  materials;  building-by-building  evaluations  of 
foundations  that  may  be  affected  by  excavation;  special  excavation  shoring  designs;  and  other  measures 
designed  to  avoid  or  minimize  the  potential  adverse  effects  of  settlement.  The  geotechnical  design  of  the 
excavations  will  consider  site  preparation  and  excavation  and  support  using  concrete  diaphragm  walls,  or 
similar  technology  designed  to  minimize  potential  construction  related  settlements  resulting  from  unstable 
soft  sediments.  With  a  rigorous  geomechanical  instrumentation  program  accompanying  the  excavation, 
ground  movement  will  be  monitored  before  settlement  propagates  to  the  surface.  If  advance  settlement 
trends  are  observed,  grouting  or  underpinning  can  be  employed  to  arrest  the  ground  movement  before 
surface  structures  are  affected,  (pages  6-91  and  6-92  of  the  SEIS/SEIR) 

Construction  activities  and  monitoring  results  will  be  shared  with  the  Citizens  Advisory  Group  (CAG) 
and  with  the  businesses  and  residents  along  the  Central  Subway  corridor  via  newsletters  and  the  Central 
Subway  website.  An  active  Public  Outreach  Program  and  coordinated  project  information  with  CCDC  in 
Chinatown  during  construction  will  provide  a  channel  of  accepting  and  responding  to  issues  from 
businesses  or  residents  affected  by  construction. 


Central  Subway  Project  Final  SEIS/SEIR  -  Volume  II 


3-207 


3.0:  WRITTEN  COMMENTS  AND  RESPONSES 


AL-11 

A  Mitigation  Monitoring  and  Reporting  Program  (MMRP)  has  been  added  to  the  Final  SEIS/SEIR  as 
Appendix  I  that  places  the  responsibihty  for  monitoring  and  reporting  conditions  during  construction  on 
an  independent  construction  monitor  who  will  report  directly  to  the  City  (both  SFMTA  and  ME  A).  The 
conditions  of  project  approvals  and  thresholds  of  significance  described  in  the  environmental  documents 
establish  the  limits  for  construction  operations  and  will  be  strictly  enforced.  Construction  work  can  be 
halted  if  violations  are  reported.  The  MMRP  specifies  impact  thresholds,  mitigation  measures,  and 
compliance  responsibilities  for  each  environmental  topic  addressed  in  the  SEIS/SEIR. 

AL-12 

The  station  selection  process  is  described  in  Section  2.4.4  Screening  of  Design  Options/Alternatives  Not 
Carried  Forward,  on  page  2-58  to  2-62  of  the  SEIS/SEIR.  Consideration  of  station  locations  outside  the 
project  study  area  (Jackson  Street  is  the  northern  project  limit  established  as  part  of  the  Third  Street  Light 
Rail  planning  process)  would  reopen  the  environmental  process  to  allow  public  input  and  consideration  of 
all  feasible  alternatives  beyond  Jackson  Street  for  a  station  in  Chinatown.  Further,  the  Ping  Yuen  site  has 
been  turned  over  from  HUD  to  the  Redevelopment  Agency,  and  would  require  approval  by  residents  of 
the  housing  units  to  be  considered  for  station  development.  Development  of  the  Ping  Yuen  site  would 
impact  the  existing  residents  and  would  present  substantial  construction  access  challenges  for  equipment 
and  haul  trucks.  Historic  buildings  surrounding  this  site  would  require  evaluation.  Delays  resulting  from 
recirculating  the  environmental  document  to  further  evaluate  a  station  at  this  location  would  also  be 
substantial  (estimated  to  be  12-16  months).  SFMTA  would  begin  the  notification  to  property  owners  and 
the  property  acquisition  process  immediately  after  the  project  approval  and  Record  of  Decision  in  the  fall 
of  2008. 

AL-13 

Additional  entries  to  the  Chinatown  Station  may  be  considered  during  the  next  phase  of  design 
development.  A  station  entry  on  the  east  side  of  Stockton  Street  may  also  be  considered.  Independent 
environmental  review  of  an  additional  entry  to  the  Chinatown  Station  would  be  required  as  an  Addendum 
or  second  Supplement  to  this  SEIS/SEIR. 

AL-14 

See  Response  to  Comment  AL-2  for  discussion  related  to  relocation  of  businesses  and  residents  in 
Chinatown. 
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Section  5.2.3  Environmental  Justice  Findings  describes  that  almost  the  entire  Central  Subway  Corridor 
traverses  low-income  and  minority  neighborhoods,  and  that  implementation  of  the  project  would  include 
direct  mobility  benefits  to  all  of  these  neighborhoods  that  are  expected  to  be  equitability  shared  across 
communities  by  various  demographic  groups. 

AL-15 

The  transit-oriented  development  above  either  of  the  proposed  Chinatown  Station  sites  could  include 
development  of  low-income  housing  units  that  would  increase  the  number  of  housing  units  in  Chinatown. 

AL-16 

The  Uniform  Relocation  Act  and  State  of  California  Relocation  Act  contain  specific  requirements  that 
govern  the  manner  in  which  a  government  entity  can  acquire  property  for  public  use  and  the  relocation  of 
displaced  businesses  or  residential  units.  The  Central  Subway  would  follow  these  official  procedures  for 
the  displaced  businesses  and  residential  units.  Relocation  of  displaced  businesses  to  comparable  space  in 
the  Chinatown  neighborhood  will  be  the  objective  of  SFMTA,  working  closely  with  the  CCDC  and 
Chinatown  community.  Development  of  retail  space  and  commercial  space  in  the  transit-oriented 
Chinatown  station  will  be  part  of  final  design  and  will  also  be  developed  in  close  cooperation  with  the 
Chinatown  community. 

AL-17 

SFMTA  will  make  every  effort  to  offer  employment  opportunities  to  Chinatown  residents  through  an 
aggressive  public  outreach  program  in  both  English  and  Chinese  languages.  CCDC  will  assist  in  this 
outreach  and  communication  with  Chinatown  residents  and  businesses. 

AL-18 

Similar  to  the  Response  to  Comment  AL-17  above,  SFMTA  will  make  information  regarding  contracting 
and  vending  opportunities  directly  related  to  the  Central  Subway  construction  readily  available  to 
businesses  in  Chinatown.  Indirect  benefits  may  result  during  the  5  to  6  year  construction  process  with 
workers  using  neighborhood  restaurants  and  businesses.  Alternative  3B  is  expected  to  cost  an  estimated 
$188  million  for  professional  services  and  labor  and  approximately  $1,026  million  for  material/facilities. 

AL-19 

SFMTA  has  been  coordinating  with  the  San  Francisco  Public  Arts  Program  since  mid-2007  during  the 
conceptual  design  development  of  the  Central  Subway  Project.  Opportunities  for  local  artists  will  be 
made  available  through  the  Public  Arts  Program.  The  capital  costs  for  the  project  (Section  8.0  Financial 
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Feasibility,  page  8-3)  identifies  that  2  percent  of  the  station  construction  costs  is  included  for  the 
provision  of  pubic  art  at  each  of  the  stations,  as  required  by  the  San  Francisco  public  arts  policy. 

AL-20 

Vermin  infestation  and  migration  from  construction  of  the  Central  Subway  Project  was  not  assessed  as 
part  of  the  SEIS/SEIR,  but  would  be  coordinated  with  the  Department  of  Public  Health  as  part  of  the 
construction  permit  using  standard  City  practices. 

AL-21 

The  Mitigation  Monitoring  and  Reporting  Program  addresses  the  full  range  of  impacts  identified  for 
construction  and  operation  of  the  Central  Subway  Project  described  in  the  SEIS/SEIR. 

AL-22 

The  Public  Outreach  Program  established  by  SFMTA  early  in  the  development  of  the  Central  Subway 
Project  in  2005  has  included  bihngual  information  and  communication  to  enhance  communication  with 
the  Chinatown  community.  CCDC  services  were  retained  by  the  project  in  2007  to  assist  SFMTA  in  the 
communication  and  outreach  with  Chinatown  businesses  and  residents.  Newsletters  and  informational 
flyers  are  in  both  English  and  Chinese.  Representatives  from  Chinatown  sit  on  the  Citizens  Advisory 
Group  (CAG)  and  receive  timely  updates  on  the  project. 

AL-23 

A  well-plarmed  transition  to  new  revenue  service  at  the  time  the  Central  Subway  opens  will  be  a  vital  part 
of  project  planning.  Existing  transit  (Muni  30,  45,  and  9X  lines)  along  Stockton  Street  will  continue  for 
local  trips  even  after  the  Central  Subway  service  is  initiated. 
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Letter  AM 


MliTlUX'tHJ  r  .t  N 


111!  l^j^ili  BtBtti 

TTyfr'lMi!>  im  vitnim 

VAX  'Hiim7..mM 

Si-.Mj'ili,,  Mf'iSiJliMf 
'.veil  KVM  jllUi.CiiffiV 


Ifc»vJ.  tkr 


HaihaBid  Ford 
BxcGvitivc  Director 

Sm  lYfincisco  Mtinj^itpal  Traiisporta?ion  Agency 
I  South  Vsin  Ness.  Av^juj-,  Floor  3 
San  Fi'piidscC'i  C;A  ^4 103-1267 


Dear  |jl>^ 


Thaisk  ydu  (m  llie  oppofilimity  to  coniin*«t  m  Hie  Draft  Siipplcmeirtal  Environmesita! 
Impmt  SiiiienmmiBup^hmmMil  Btwimimmnd  Report  (^lilS/SFJR)  for  Uie 
Ceiitral  Subway  project  (Flijssc  2  i>f  tlic  Tliiixl  Street  Ligljt  Rnii  pTOjccE).  MTC  recognizes 
the  ijnpDrtniiee  of  tli©  C^nErii  Sirfjwity  project  jji  pievidiiig  congesti  Du  relief  and  iinprovcd 
transit  jscrt'ios  iit  iJie  iieavily  traveled  OiinatovvEi  to  Smth  of  Market  comdor. 

MTC  Eesaluiion  3434^  the  Regional  TrpnslE  ixpaffisbn  Program,  identiftcd  the  C'cntnit 
Sulnvny  project  as,  a  rcg^iotmt  priority  for  /©ilcral  Mc^^v  Starts  tumVing.  MtC  h  ciHTsnlly 
cbvelopiE^g  a  strategic  plsn  for  Resolution  3434  mii  Imks  forward  to  woitcing  with 
SFiMTA  and  sponsoi^  throagh«)iut  the  region  on  deiivering  prnjecli  in  die  piograni. 


AM-1 


Acfdittcmsdiy  in  I'-Mic  of  2007,  M'VC  appioved  &  fjamcwork  lo  dislribulc  sf^mt  $347  million 
m  state  iransil  Capital  bonrt  f^nds  ihal  come  to  MTC  for  <]jstFibiitbn  in  the  Bay  Area. 
Inclnded  in  this  poliuy  ffflmcwnrk  —  sci  forUs  itt  MTC  Resolution  3S14  —  was  a 
c^mmilme^t  to  provide  SI  00  msilion  to  llie  Central  Si[sb\V'i*y  projcc-l.  Further  bolstering  llic 
prolecE,  SHMTA  a^.^^'-tt  to  mjitdi  ihis  amount  witti  SlOO  uiiliion  in  s?latc  tlinds  that  are 
awiii'dcd  dircc-.ly  -xi  it.  This  S200  n^ijlion  mfission  is  &  critical  element  toward  full  funding 
for  the  Ccnlml  Subway  project. 


We  look  fbnvarcl  to  wofkisig  with  you  m  coinpletc  the  Ccfitial  Snbwsy  project  tor  the 
fecfi-Blit  of  San  FriitKiscans  m  well  as  visitors  from  ?l)roii£hoyt  ttte  region  and  around  llie 


Sinc«;rcly, 


Executive  Director 


t'l-i " , 


Comm  issioner  Tom  Annniano 
Conim  iss^ioner  Jos^  Rubitt 
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Responses  to  Letter  AM 
AMI 

Comments  recognizing  the  importance  of  the  Central  Subway  Project  in  providing  congestion  rehef  and 
improved  transit  service  in  the  Chinatown  to  South  of  Market  Corridor  and  the  recent  allocation  of  funds 
by  Metropolitan  Transportation  Commission  (MTC)  are  noted. 
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Letter  AN 


Subjt^  Oentral  Sub#VEy  DEIR  09crfri«frt» 


that  the  public  cou^rst  period  close  m^.iimhe:£:  IQ,  2C"?J?,  cmd  thet^rtjre, 
thti-se  comiTter.t.a  3r<?  lalii&.    i-lcwev-erf  I  hc^pe  tr^at  tiEA  will  nisv-srshstlss^ 

tlie  KEIR.  Thassks, 

•J.  <St&Qi3  Miller.  Jr.  |  ^ili^bu:r:y  Sflirjthr«(p  Sli^-w?  l*ifcfc^iri  LLP 

Diresct  Dial:    415.9^3J.]557  |  Fax:    lib . 383 ,  j :i(lO  • 
50  Fi^amoat  Street  |  San  friaiiiieisseo,  CA  li^lS.-;  22 2 E 

Email :    gr«gg .  mi  lier§pi  I  li^W^ylem .  am 
•wfartrf .  pi  11  Bb^i  ry  law .  dQm 


tliis  sKJssiige,  i:>o?ie-t}i®r  wltli  ^^y  attacte^cntB^  are  inherjded  oi^ily  Eor  tsni?  use  of 
tliR  individual  ar  entity  to  whleJ^i  Lhiay  i^rB  addr^ji^ssscid  atiil  may  contain 
iriffarmatiaiti  that  ie  legriily  priviLegad,   corjCi'denfcia'L  aisd  exempt  Jtromi 
di^^ltjnuirNrj.  I£  y'-£)U  are  doi;  ihi®  ir-tsEided  jreaipient,  sr^-"  ^^i^  JifeiHsb/  ncir-ificsd 
that  «iny  <3i^. semination,  <4ist;rib«t.l0n»  ot"  copyiag  of  this   JUtefisaff*!  or  Jiny 
f-it.tachiT'jGnt^  i*s  Btirictly  prohibifc'M.  if  yoiJ-  ^i.av©  Tf5q«iv<3d  this  ^j&aeage  iri 
■error,  jil^^aire  ciatify  th©  original  scsncJer  or  the  Pili  1  sty.jry  Wissthtop  Shavf 
Pitfcingn  BelEi  P*sk  at    Tel:  80C«  477-377Q  x^B€^0  inwjodiately  bj'  leiephonc  or  by 
retyrri  and  dielete  thi.^  mi^.^Kagtt,    ^Itm-a  witln  ai*y  artacrhmei-ite,  trcCT  your 

compyt&r,  Tfiank  you. 

Jl 

IriterrinJ,  R«3vtjji5j&  Seivic©  ir«igi,3[I.5l:ipns  getiiiiruily  i^rovide  that,  for  x.he  purpose 
ot  ^avoiding  f«^?£3cir«l         penaltigsis,  a  taxpa-j^r  (My  rely  only  on  ftsi&ial  writfcnn 
advice  o«?pftirKjf  !itpiii;ei£lc  x^qfixtmrnxxt^ ,    Ajjy  tax  advicrc  iiii  ttiia  jficsaacro  don;:  not 
WfTirsS;  f.hosE  req^irieriieilCS ,     ^cscnrr^ingly ,   msy  such  t©x  ^icivicu  wai:  jiot  int^rsndRd  or 
'#7X i 5; t'.Rn  t.q^  be  '»3s.itid,  aad  ic  cannot:,  bin  uited,   £or  th«  pa5i~por.R  d£  avoiding  fcd«rai 
tax  pencil; l^g  fclsat  may  be  iinposcjsj^S       you  iisr  ^or  Sbe  puipotie  ui  prcxrxstingr 
irMsrkfit-iTTig  at^r  .r*:cof?«fldiing  t-o  ©j^ptiser  party  a^y  tpx -rolatcid  iiiatiers. 


» is.&*ssiiu: ======  ==..5 «  2C07l2?5l„liIKC5?_CID3?  pd 
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Rllsbury 
Winthrop 
Shaw 
PIttmanu, 


Til«1&.l£Llt)(U 


Dccctuber  ]9, 20O7 


I.  GreEB  Miller,  Jr. 
I?baiu::4]5.9&3.1557- 


Mr.  Bill  Wyckxj 

Central  Swbway  EIR  C<Kirdinatcir 
Acting  Knvironmeiilal  Re«/iew  Office 
Sari  Ftaiicisco  Planning  Dcpartmsat 
1 650  Mission  Strtsei;,  4^  Boot 
San  FriJiicisco,  CA  94 103 

Rc:     Centra!  Subway  •  Draft  EnwoaraeatRl  Impact  Rc^xsrt,  (the  "DEIR") 

Dear  Mf,  Wycko: 

Pursuant  to  the  CEQA  Guiddiiics  m<6  Qiap^la  3 1  of     $m  Francisco  Adininisbratiw 
Code,  we  provide  the  foJlowing  commraits  to  the  DEIR.  - 

llic  bdow  conim<!n?s  refer  to  Option  3B: 

L  R«qvi«$t  that  the  Fortai  Extents  Uc  Marvcd  South  - 

The  portal  extents  (indudinj;  vehicle,  attenuators)  should  be  rr^ovcd  south  to 
appro  juiu  at  ely  SO'-O"  fcom  tlic  north  side  of  the  overhead  freeway  (1-80)  a(  Fouith 
Street  andca-thc  I-SO  freeway  between  StilbiM  m<\  fmy  StroclEs. 

II.  R«i(|t:ie$1^  AddiHonal  Acoustic  ll^fitigatiioii  - 

Thjc  exterior  acoustn;  alScnuatoi  panels,  at  the  inside  walls  of  the  concrete  portal  walls 
aaid  iruier  ceilings  where  thcpropcscd  Ught-raal  train  heads  under  gronind  {under  f-80 
at  Fouith  Street)  should  include  additional  aCOUStic  mitigation.  The  acoystxc 
mitigation  should  b$  imp'emeated  at  the  entrance,  exit,  and  suxrouading  areaof  lli« 
propoiscd  porial  to  mitigate  aoise  created  horn  use  of  the  portal  entrance  an<i  exit. 
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Mr.  Bill  W^o 

Deo«ribftrl9, 20O7 
Page  2 


In  summsry,  we  respectftilly  request  Else  Cesttral  Sulway      addtess  l3ie  above 
coituiienis  rcgarxlitig  the  sovtthwkd  mowment  of  tte  4'*'  Sf icct  st  Stiitaaji  portal  and 
additionaj  ammtic  mittgadcu]. 

Thank  ycru      ycmr  cQimdtssticm. 

Visrytnilyyaftis, 


wmsmm. 
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Responses  to  Letter  AN 
AN-l 

The  north  end  of  the  portal  has  been  moved  to  south  of  Perry  Street  to  accommodate  the  turn  movements 
of  Golden  Gate  buses  into  Perry  Street.  The  location  is  approximately  50  feet  south  of  the  north  edge  of 
the  1-80  freeway.  The  crash  barrier  would  be  positioned  to  the  north,  about  25  feet  south  of  the  north 
edge  of  the  freeway,  but  bus  access  to  Perry  Street  would  still  be  possible  without  interfering  with  the 
turning  radius  of  the  bus. 

AN-2 

The  portal  would  be  designed  to  meet  the  requirements  of  the  San  Francisco  Noise  Ordinance.  The 
impact  of  the  project  in  the  vicinity  of  the  portal  would  be  affected  by  the  ambient  traffic  noise  levels, 
which  are  higher  than  other  locations  along  the  corridor  due  to  the  freeway  noise.  It  is  projected  that 
traffic  noise  levels  in  the  vicinity  of  the  portal  (measured  at  the  Avalon  Yerba  Buena  Apartments  at 
Fourth  and  Harrison  Streets)  would  be  about  78  dBA,  which  is  less  than  one  decibel  level  higher  than  the 
current  level.  The  potential  LRT  operation  along  Fourth  Street  would  be  61  to  62  dBA  (day/night  noise 
level)  and  approximately  4  to  6  dBA  higher  at  the  tunnel  portal.  Existing  noise  levels  at  this  location  are 
currently  higher  than  the  projected  noise  level  associated  with  the  operation  of  the  transit  project. 
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COMMENTS  RECEIVED  AFTER  THE  CLOSE  OF  COMMENT  PERIOD 
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li  ^  ^        $  Ft  m  t  I? 

HOY  -  SUN  NING  YUNG  BENEVOLENT  ASSOCIATION 

IN  MUERICA 

41  WAVERLY  PLACE 
SAN  FRANCISCO.  CALIFORNIA  94 108  U.S.A. 
TEL;  (415)288-0605,  263-06O3  FAX:  {415)  &32.3a08 


May  15,  2008 

Municipal  'IVansportation  Agency  (MTA) 
Attn;  Mr.  John  O,  Funglii,  P.E. 
Project.  Martagef 

One  Soudi  Van  N&ss  Ave.,  Third  Floor 
San  Francisco,  CA  94108 

Re:  Central  Subway  Project  SEIS/SEIR  Draft 
October  2007 

Dear  Mr.  FutigW, 

May  name  h  Jolui  Tsang,  vice  president  of  the  Hoy- Sun  Ning  Yung  Benevolent 
A&,sociation  (IfSNYBA),  owner  of  Assessor's  Parcel  «0225'0I4  (S14  -  82S  Stockton 
Street). 

As  vice  president  and  member  of  (he  board  of  directors  of  HSNYBA,  I  have 
comprehensive  knowicdgc  of  the  above  Assessor  Parcel  property.  The  aforementioned 
pK>pcrty^s  tenants  composed  entirely  of  retail/conmicrcial  u&age^  wttli  no  residential 
tenants  in  contradiction  to  the  SEIS/SEIR  Draft  report, 

Pfea.se  be  advised  of  the  above  information  and  revise  y<mt  SBIS/SEIR  Draft  accordingly. 
Smc<:rely, 

HOY-SIJK  NING  YUNG  BEJsIEVOLENT  ASSOCIATION 


cc:  Arnold  Lee,  President 
Board  of  Directors 


Central  Subway  Project  Final  SEIS/SEIR  -  Volume  II 


3-218 


3.0:  WRITTEN  COMMENTS  AND  RESPONSES 


Responses  to  Letter  AO 
AO-1 

Comment  Noted.  The  language  in  the  SEIS/SEIR  is  amended  to  reflect  that  814-828  Stockton  Street  is  a 
solely  commercial  property  with  no  residential  units  as  noted  below. 

The  Socioeconomic  (Population  and  Housing)  Impacts  and  Mitigation  Measures  identified  for 
Alternatives  2  and  3B  in  Table  S-7,  page  S-21  and  in  Table  7-2,  page  7-19  are  revised  as  follows: 


Environmental 
Area/Impacts 

Alternative  2  -  EIS/EIR 
Enhanced  Alignment 

Alternative  3A  - 
Fourth/Stockton 
Alignment  Option  A 

Alternative  3B  - 
Fourth/Stockton 
Alignment  Option  B 

SOCIOECONOMIC 
(Population  and 
Housing) 

Operation/  Cumulative 

Significant  Impacts: 

Acquisition  of  one  parcel  for 
the  Chinatown  Station  would 
cause  the  displacement  of  10 
small  businesses  and  one  or 
two  residential  units  in  a 
predominantly  minority  and 
low  income  neighborhood. 

Mitigation  Measures: 

Redevelop  the  Chinatown 
Station  site  with  affordable 
housing  units  above  the  station 
and  ground  floor  retail  where 
possible. 

Significant  environmental 
effects  which  can  not  be 
avoided: 

The  construction  of  new 
affordable  housing 
wiits/eround  floor  retail  would 
not  mitigate  to  a  less-than- 
significant  level  the  disruption 
to  existing  residents  and  small 
businesses  associated  with  the 
temporary  dislocation  as  new 
units  are  constructed. 

Significant  Impacts: 
Same  as  Alternative  2. 

Mitisation  Measures: 
Same  as  Alternative  2. 

Significant  environmental 
effects  wnicn  can  not  be 
avoided: 

Same  as  Alternative  2. 

Significant  Impacts: 

Acquisition  of  one  parcel  for 
the  Chinatown  Station  would 
cause  the  displacement  of  8 
small  businesses  and  17 
residential  units  in  a 
predominantly  minority  and 
low  income  neighborhood. 

Mitisation  Measures: 
Same  as  Alternative  2. 

Significant  environmental 
effects  which  can  not  be 
avoided: 

Same  as  Alternative  2,  except 
the  loss  of  affordable  housing 
would  not  mitigate  to  a  less- 
than  significant  le\  el  the 
disruption  to  existinti  residents 
as  well  as  businesses. 

The  first  sentence,  third  paragraph,  page  2-19  is  revised  as  follows: 
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"Construction  of  the  station  entrance  would  require  acquisition  of  the  parcel  and 
relocation  of  ten  businesses  and  one  to  two  residential  units  over  the  businesses." 

The  sixth  sentence,  third  paragraph,  page  2-31  is  revised  as  follows: 

"Construction  of  the  station  entrance  would  require  acquisition  of  the  parcel  and 
relocation  of  10  businesses  and  one  to  two  residential  units  above  the  businesses." 

The  third  and  fourth  sentences,  second  paragraph,  page  5-11  are  revised  as  follows: 

"Each  of  the  Build  Alternatives  would  displace  residential  dwellings  and  small 
businesses  and  Alternative  3B  would  displace  residential  units  in  the  predominantly 
minority  and  low-income  Chinatown  District.  To  mitigate  these  impacts,  it  is 
recommended  that  redevelopment  on  the  station  sites  incorporate  affordable  housing  and 
ground  floor  retail  where  possible." 

The  fourth  sentence,  third  paragraph,  page  6-51  is  revised  as  follows: 

"This  displacement  would  require  the  relocation  of  five  small  businesses  along  Stockton 
Street  and  five  small  businesses  along  Hang  Ah  Alley  with  an  estimated  fewer  than  10 
employees  each  and  one  to  two  residential  units  in  the  second  floor  of  the  building." 

The  second  paragraph,  page  6-52  is  revised  as  follows: 

"No  mitigation  measures  would  be  required  beyond  compliance  with  the  Uniform  Relocation  Act  and 
eminent  domain  law;  however,  development  of  affordable  housing  units  on  the  Chinatown  Station  site 
above  the  station  and  ground  floor  retail  where  it  is  compatible  with  station  access  could  further  reduce 
the  adverse  impacts  of  displacement  of  existing  residential  units  and  small  businesses  in  Chinatown." 

The  last  two  sentences,  fourth  paragraph,  page  6-52  is  revised  as  follows: 

"The  Stockton  Street  parcel  acquisition  would  require  the  relocation  of  10  small 
Chinatown  businesses  and  one  to  two  residential  uses  above  the  businesses.  The 
residential  displacement  would  likely  displace  affordable  housing  units  and  would  result 
in  adverse  impacts  to  low  income  residents." 

The  first  sentence,  fourth  paragraph,  page  7-47  is  revised  as  follows: 
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"Alternatives  2  and  3 A  would  result  in  the  displacement  of  10  small  businesses  (10  or 
fewer  employees  per  business)  and  1  or  2  residential  units  in  the  Chinatown 
neighborhood  at  814-828  Stockton  Street  for  construction  of  the  proposed  Chinatown 
Station." 

The  sixth  sentence,  first  paragraph,  page  9-7  is  revised  as  follows: 

"The  Enhanced  EIS/EIR  Alignment  would  require  the  displacement  of  10  small 
businesses  and  one  to  two  residential  imits  in  Chinatown  for  the  station  construction. 

The  second  sentence,  third  paragraph,  page  9-8  is  revised  as  follows: 

This  Alternative  would  displace  one  business  to  accommodate  the  Moscone  Station 
construction  and  10  small  businesses  and  one  to  two  residential  units  to  accommodate  the 
Chinatown  station. 
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4.0     PUBLIC  HEARING  COMMENTS  AND  RESPONSES 

This  chapter  includes  a  copy  of  the  public  transcript  taken  at  the  November  15,  2007  Planning 
Commission  hearing  on  the  Draft  SEIS/SEIR  for  the  Central  Subway.  Each  person  providing  testimony 
is  identified  by  name  and  a  number  has  been  assigned  to  each  substantive  comment.  The  transcript  of  the 
public  hearing  is  followed  by  the  response  section;  which  identifies  each  speaker  and  the  response  to  each 
of  the  speaker's  comments  immediately  follows. 
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SF  PLANNING  COMMISSION  MEETING  2007-1 M5  Cciitfal  Sal^way  Projccl 

1 
4 

5  PUBLIC  1  lEARlNG  ON  THE  DRAF]'  S  U  PPLEMHNT AL 

6  ENVIRONMENTAL  IMPACT  RHPORl  FOR  THE 

7  CENTR;\L  SUBWAY  PROJECT  (FHASB  2-THmB  STREET  LIGHT  R.4IL) 
S 

9 
10 

11  THURSDAY,  NOVEMBER  15, 2007 

12 

n 

H  SAN  FRANCISCO  PLANNEviG  COMMISSION 

15  SAN  FRANCISCO  CITY  HALL 

16  ONE  DOCTOR  CARLTON  B .  GOODLBTr  PLACE 

1 7  COMMISSION  CI  ly\MBERS,  ROOM  400 

18  SAN  FRANCISCO,  CALIFORNIA 
19 

2@ 
21 
22 

Rqiorttfd  by:  Valerie     Jensen,  CSR  No.  4401 


»  411  Ml  tt)  HHt  W  W  V  «  *»  ■ 


Page  1 


Central  Subway  Final  SEIS/SEIR  -  Volume  II 


4-2 


4.0:  PUBLIC  HEARING  COMMENTS  AND  RESPONSES 


SF  PLANNING  COMMISSION  MEETING  2rjCl7-l  1-15  CenEMl  Subway  Project 
JAN  BROWN  &  ASSOCIATES 

24  CERTIHED  SHORTHAND  REPORllRS 
701  Balleiy  Stjeet^  3rf  Flmt 

25  Saj^  Francisco.  Caifemia  94111 

<415)  981-3498 

I 

I  APPHARANCES 

3  Sm  FR  A>^CISCO  PLANNINCr  COMMISSION: 

4  President  rjw,'[ghl  l^.  AlexiUicler 

5  Vjpe-Pr^idenl  CiiriHlina  R.  Olagae 

6  CommksioiieFs  MichaEi  J.  AntDnini,  M.  Sue  Lee^ 
Willbm     Lec  and  His^hi  Sap:V4l. 

7 

C[tmiTiis!ii0ii  Bjscretar^  Lifluda  D.  AWvTV' 

& 
9 

10  ALSO  PRESENT: 

I I  Delvifi  WaMiington,  Senior  Flaisiigf 

12  LawiCTce  B.  BdMrnt,  Imlng  AdminhtmtQv 

1 3  Joan  A.  Kugler^  S-an  FmniciKCi  Pknnitig  Department 
14 

15 
16 
17 
18 
19 
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20 
21 
22 
23 
24 

2 

1 

t  NQVEMBEili5,2007 
2 

3  PROCEEDINGS 
4 

5  CON-IMISSION  SECRETARY  AVERY:  Commissioncfs, 

6  you  are  now  on  Item  Niunber  1 5^  Case  Number  1 9%-28TF.j 

7  Central  Suliwmy  Pmject  (Phase  Two  -  Third  Street  f  Jght 

8  Rail). 

9  MS.  KUCiLER;  Good  aftcoKioii^  President 

ID  Alexander,  member?  of  the  Commission.  Jiian  Ku^lcr, 

1 1  Fianning  Department  cnvimnmental  stan' 

12  This  item  is  a  hearing  to  receive 

1 3  cDm.mcnt^  fmm  the  public  and  the  Coniniission  on  the 

14  DruJ't  Supplesnental  ElS/Siipplemental  EIR  for  the  Central 

1 5  Subway,  which  is  the  second  phase  of  the  lliird  Street 

16  Light  Rail  Project  I  hc  original  EIS^EIR  for  both 
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SP  PiJVNNING  COMMISSION  MEEHNG  2{K}7»  I  MS  Cfiilrai  Subway  FTOfCct 

1 7  phas«5  -of  tbe  lliinci  SiKQt  Llghl  R«il  Ppqj^ct  wais 

18  certified  in  1998. 

19  On.  November  1  the  praject  direclor  fdr 

20  San  FriucisccJ  MTA,  John  Fujj^I,  pve  an  mfofmatioiiai 
2\  pmcscfitalion  cm  tli«  Cc:iiirss[  Sabvv^ay  Project  t&  your 

22  Commijijdcsii  vvhich  —  ta  whkli     derailed  Che  three 

23  alternatives.. 

24  Staff  is  ml  lier-e  to  aiisv/er  any  questions 

25  thai  are  raised  today.  All  cotum^nts  rsceived  tcniay 

3 

1  will  be  tmi^seribed  by  ms  so^rt  i-^poiter,  ancl  tfucsc 

2  eciiisiBents,  as  itvell  ns  those  that  arc  in  writing, 

3  will  h€~  le&potidcd  to  m  a  C^minesits      fespsn^ii  chapiter 

4  ill  iie  final  docxinncut, 

5  Commcmls  today  ishsiald.  he  faai^td  tm  the 

(s  accumssy  and  adequacy  of  the  inftimiiadoEi  providC'd  in 

I  the  Draft  SBiS'SHIR.  There  mill  be  iio  decision  today 
E  to  appnsve  or  disisppfifty'e  M  the  pRjject  Tbat  dicisicMi 
9  mioid;  not  occuf  tindl  aft^r  tlie  enviromnciiital  ctocutitcnt 
IQ"  ismtined. 

I I  llie  LaiMjlliarks.  Frc.^cr\mti4Tm  Board  bctd  a 

1 2  heat" illi  on  th«  docuTncnt  on  Navcmhcr  7  and  will  be 

1 3  submitling  a  bttcr  of  wmmcBt  to  the  enviixjamenlal 
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14  rcvirw  officer. 

1 5  The  draft  document  was  advertised  and 

1 6  reless*^  for  public  comments  on  October  1 7,  and  the 

1 7  comrneiii  period  will  end  on  Moncteiy,  December  JO.  The 

1 8  ERG  rami  receive  all  wittcn  commciits  by  ihe  close  of 

19  business  on  December  10. 

20  As  all  comments  today  will  hti  iriimscribed, 

21  we  ask  ih^tt  eommcE^ters  speak  slowly  and  clearly,  so 

22  thstt  m\  ticcurat«  transcript  of  your  coninieitts  iiiay  be 

23  produced.  Also>  v,v  ask  that  you  &t4ite  yxmi  nmm 

24  and  fill  out  a  speaker  card,  so  ^  copy  of  <3ie  Comments 

25  and  Responses  can  be  mailed  to  you  once  it's  eompktcd. 

4 

1  This  concludes  my  presenCatloa.  Andimlcss 

2  any  of  the  commsssiosi  tnembers  haw  questions,  I  would 

3  respectfully  request  thiit  tbe  publk  bearing  on  the 

4  Draft  Supplesisetital  SLlS-'^blR  be  opened. 

5  Thank  you. 

6  PRHSIDHNT  AT  .FX  ANDRR :  Tliank  y  ou . 

7  We'll  now  open  the  publk  hearing  for  tlie 

8  Draft  F;JR  on  the  Central  S«bw*ty  Project. 

9  Can  I  have  speaker  cards? 

to  Wells  WlijSney,  followed  by  Marvc  Kasoff  and 
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]  I;  ClaudmtJ  Ctwaig. 

12  MIL  WHITNEY-  Tliasik  jfmi,^  Cottumssi-oaers.  I'm 

13  Wells  Whitney. 

14  COMMISSION  SECMmRYAYBRY;  Excuse  roc, 

15  Ml'.  WMtocy. 

1 6  The  Presklcot  has  rodicated  lhat  each  speaker 

1 7  d  hav?  twi\  minutes.  There's  a  kjl  of  speaker  canls^. 
1 S  So  evcrjs-hody  gels  two  miniiEes  to  speak. 

1 9  Thank  ymL 

20  MR.  WlririMEY:  Wells  Wilisey,  1308  Moirtgoiiiery 

2 1  Street  in  Ntfrth  Beadi  m  Ttelegtfapli  IlilL  fm  cImIf  of 

22  Renew  SF,  aad  Ym  also  mpeeseating  ClaMine  Chaig  and 

23  Marve  Kasoff  aiid  Rod  Fiiai  (jph)  aaid  Stitth,  who  also 

24  on  our  board. 

25  Wei-e  a  niiihbdihood  as^ckitkn  In  Noith 

5 

1  Bciacli,  mid  wc  have  a  sUidy  going    no^'^  ftiEided  by 

2  Caltraps,  sludyiug  dt  of  Qnluinibajs  Avctwc  in  terms  of 

3  a  pJairimnii  cffbrt.  Str,  we've  met  ^e^^ral  lime^  wiift 

4  the  MTA  icaiia  that's  dcving  the  isubway,  and  we're  C|itite 

5  fei«]liar  with  ilm  work  and  Ihe  EIR.  Aiid  I'd  lilte  to 

6  speak,  on  behalf  of  myself  its  a  ^itissai  and  of  Renew  SF, 

7  in  support  of  ttte  EIR. 


Central  Subway  Final  SEIS/SEIR  -  Volume  II 


4-7 


4.0:  PUBLIC  HEARING  COMMENTS  AND  RESPONSES 


SF  PLANIsiING  COMMISSION  MEETING  20CV7-1 M  5  Central  Subway  Projcet 
$  71hank  you. 

9  PRESIDENT  ALEXANDER:  Thimkyou. 

10  Tony  Ganlncr? 

I E  MR.  GANTNER:  Ci>niinissioriers.  Tcmy  Gcuitner, 

12  North  Beach  Merctiaiits  AsMciaticuL 

13  We  suppojt  (he  Ceiitial  Subway  Pjxijcct. 

14  Curnejitly,  tiiere  are  fbui  stattcwns  plaunrMxl,  she  last 

15  in  Chinato  wiiv  with  the  remfoveil  of  the  boring  cqwipmcnt 

16  as  I  undcrsiand    at  Washington  Square.  Givcb  the 

17  major  impact  such  equipment  rcnnoval  wiO  create,  we 
1  $  would  like  to  suggest  thatj  a.s  part  of  such  rermival, 

1 9  that  site  lie  configured  a.s  much  as  possible  so  as  to 

20  provide  a  fifth  sialion,  either  at  Union  and  Columbus  or 

21  Columbus  and  Stockton,  conslrucled  as  soon  us  possible 

22  after  c«mplclion  of  this  next  phAse  tluxjygli  CtlinatowiJ. 

23  Wc  also  ask  ilut.  In  retiiova«g  tlie  wtidergjround 

24  equipmetit.  that  the  use  and  enjoyment  of  Washington 

25  Square  Park  not  be  disrupted  nor  allow  any  damage  to 


1  tbe  park  itself  Wc  look  forward  to  the  further 

2  integration  of  Chinatown,  Noith  Beach  and  Fisherman's 

%  W  harf  throu|^h  redcsi  ^jn  a  f  our  maj  ur  corridors  ~ 

4  Broadway,  Columbus  and  Stuckioci.  Tim  Cesntral  Subway 
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5  wi  11  further  that  gm-l 

6  Thank  yoa  very  much. 

7  PRESIDENT  ALEXANDER^  Ttiisnk3'0tt. 
S  Diaiwi  Pang,  followed  hv  Stephes  Taber  aal 

9  David  Chin. 

10  Diana  Paiig:? 

11  Steplieti  later? 

12  MR.  TABER:  My  naisc  ts  Stephen  Tabcr,  I 

1 3  live  at  1  ^05  I'tge  Strccf ,  mi  Tm  oit  i\w  fkmd  of 

1 4  Oircctoi^  of  Sm  ¥mmisQO  PkriTiiTig  and  Urban  R^eardi 

1 5  As-sociation,  m4 1  am  repres^nlinii  SPUR:  isere  tadmy. 

16  SPUR  is  vcfy  fmomblii  tawards  thh  projeict  and  is.  a 

17  big  sypf^rterof  it. 

t$  This  is  a  iegac>'  prxjjecl  im  San  Franci&CiO. 

1 9  And  I  mean  by  thai  thM  il  m-ilt  beuelil  fllis  dty 

20  dly-wide  as  part  of  a  iraiisportation  nemxDrk  for 

2 1  ^efieraticms  to  mam.  U  ycmiVe  been  to  London  aisd 

22  riddsti  on  the  tindeegrmmd  there,  yions  kpo-w  that  there 

23  iwe  stMiojis  and  tiinncb  buil{  in*  the  1  SfiCJ's  that  arc 

24  stHl  in  aciive  opcrath^R. 

25  We  hope  th^t  ilitJi,  as  part  of  uur  Central 

7 

1  Subvi.'ay  system  in  San  FraneiscO;.  Will  provide  a  similar 


PH-3 
Cent. 
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2  lei^acy,  but  in  order  (o  do  IhAl.  it  has  to  be  planned 

3  correcllv  ami  diligenliy.  We  believe  tttat  this 

4  Environmental  Impact  Report  is  a  very  good  step  in  the 

5  way  towanJs  solving  some  of  tlxe  problems,  refining  the 

6  design  and  making  tliis  a  Jiiuch  bcmr  system. 

7  We  emphasi  ic  tltat  there  arc  tw'o  or  three 

8  things  that  should  be  taken  into  account  and,  perhaps, 

9  m  she  pRiJccl  progresses,  studied  in  greater  dctaii. 

10  One  iss  the  transfcrabtlity  hc4v»xxn  transit  lines  - 

1 1  both  undergrousid  and  surface  transit  lines.  And 

12  particularly  at  the  Powell  Stnxrl,  ijla.sh,  L'nitm  Square 
12  station  and  at  the  ChinisLown  slutidn  there  tie«ds  to  be 

14  very  quick  and  easy  traruifer  between  the  Niifnber  I  line 

1 5  and  the  Central  Subway  al  ChinaloVi>'n  and  the  Market 

16  Street  Subway  and  the  Central  Subway.  'Hiis  is  a  pix)blem 

1 7  tliat  still  exists  and  needs  to  coatiitue  to  be  woitcd  on. 

18  Secondly,  we  have  to  make  sure  that  this 

1 9  system  has  adeqnolc  capacity,  And  w^c  arc  concerned 

20  about  the  length  of  stations,  making  sure  thai  the 

21  length  of  trains  that  would  be  served  will  be  adeqiKile 

22  in  the  future. 


23 


PRESlDE^^TALEXiVNDER-  Tliatikyou. 
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24  MR.  GAMTOBR:  Thank  ym. 

25  PRESIDENT  ALEXANDER:  DavEd  Cisifi  Jbllow^ 

M 

1  by  Chris  Duxazon  and  Marlenie  Trim. 

2  MR.  CHIIJ:  Gchm3  afternoon,  QmbhiIssJoekki. 

3  My  uaitie  is.  David  Chjy.  I'm  a  iiicmter  of  tlw?  Small 

4  Busitiess.  Co-ramissicij^.  I  also  -mt  m  tte  Commwpity 

5  AdvisDt^'  Oronp  of  the  Ceiitral  Swhwy. 

6  First  of  aJ],  Fni  hcfc  to  r^'^liy  sipplmid 

7  staff  tor  d» ing  an  oul  siaoding  job  with  the  FJSraft 

S  SEISySBIR.  Obvbuslv,  Eiist's  a  huge  dooumcjiL  it 

9^  Kaliy  traoskte  snd  captuTcs  the  complcJcity  ftf  this 

i  0  wiy  jjTipO'rtont  project. 

1 1  fm  h^T^  ti£3  cornment  im  a  couple  aspecis  of 

12  this  document  with  regiSRlss  to  Uie  small  bmisijiess  and 
1 3,  msprcliant  €cijtiffiu.ni  ty.  Ftfsl  ef  all,  I  want  to  state 

14  that  the  sttmll  business  con'niiinitj  m4  oierclisiit  cdnfimunity 

1 5  is  reiiliy  looking  forwaf d  to  this  project,  After  fbe 

i  6  1 9S9  eartltqnake,  wheu  the  liccway  carae  down,  obvioiL«5ly, 

17  tpaiisit  was  affecd  into  Chinatown.  Tliis  pnycct  vvs]] 

i  S  really  mmi  m  moving  that  t«rvvardl. 

1 9  That  hcmg  said,  Chef  e  «ire  iwo  aspects 

20  af  tie  documcTil  thai  I  wiiyld  like  to  suggest  some 

Page  10 


Central  Subway  Final  SEIS/SEIR  -  Volume  II 


4-1 1 


4.0:  PUBLIC  HEARING  COMMENTS  AND  RESPONSES 
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21  additions  around  the  construction  impaci  on  the 

22  merchanc  coraniwnitj'.  Fii^  is  on  those  bus.in««iHes  thai 

23  arc  potentially  displaced.  ForiunaleJy,  there  are  not  & 

24  lot  of  tlicm,  hut  tt  would  he  helpful  to  have  a  little 

25  nuTiie  driail  in  the  leptnt  to  talk  about  what  relocaiion 


1  might  eniail,  given  that,  with  ttiany  sniall  businesses^ 

2  location  is  eveiythiJig  and  it's  not  tliat  easy,  wh«n 

3  you.  have  a  husincss  with  a  inulti-year  leasc^  to  consider 

4  how  iotig  that  relo^^ation  may  take.  So,  adding  some 

5  additional  plans  with  regiard  to  that,  I  think,  would  he 

6  helptiil  in  Section  6,0  of  the  rcpnii. 

7  Secondly^  again  in  the  same  section,  6.3, 

$  there  arc  details  around  Tnitigalion  impact  on  transit 

9  and  traffic-  In  other  weirds.,  what  is  going  to  happen 

1 0  during  the  six-year  c^jiistniction  periixJ  of  lliis  project, 
i  1  And  I  think  wk;  iseed  t0  have  more  detail  about  how 

1 2  tran.sit  routes  %vill  be  ailbcted^  v»,1sat's  going  to  liappen 

1 3  with  trdffic  in  that  area. 

14  With  (hat.  thank  you  very  much. 


9 


O 


15 


PRliSlDHN  r  Af  RXANDRR:  Thank  you. 


16 


Chris  DuraTxm? 


Marlcnc  Tran? 
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18  MS.  TRAN;  Good  afternaon,  Qjmiiiisaioaei^i. 

19  Vm  hiarhm  Tmn,  a  rcsidcni  of  V  Lsilaeia^  Valley, 

20  stpokcspcrsicm  for  Visitacidn  Valk),'  Ageiils  Ailiaiice. 

21  I'm  liere  to  givd  su]5port  to  tte  Ceiittml  Stibwmy 

22  cumiection  to  ChinMciwJi  because  of  its  crudit  liiik 

23  for  triimy  resideaits  belvi^wn  Yiskmsmn  Valley  md  mx 

24  neigliborjEig  corniniiiMlies>  I  mn  tamil  iar  witli  ihh  mcd 

25  beeayse  I've  been  a  Mmi  rWcr  for  4Ci-plus  year.s  sekI 

10 

1  have  aditiocated  for  ths  tran^porlaiio-n  of 

2  thoMsands  of  my  Hiigtblii-«s-a-5CC0Tici-lanf  aage  students 

3  tliro«gh©iil  my  35  years  cff  icactsiiig  ipimigrimi  s£liidC'iit&  at 

4  San  Frallejsc^^  City  CelJcgc,  I  ■wmt  to  emphasize  tiryrt^ 

5  while  wc  spppprt  this  vitsai  roniieaEioft,  out  Visiliadoii 
Valley  residents  want  to  EfMicitiiin  oer  curtmt  9X  Exp-iess 

I  lines  and  buses  (hut  we  liave  fought  for  for  iMore  than  13 

9  Soj  at  a  lalfci"  dcite,  I  would  like  to 

1 0  addr^s  ihe  issue  of  passenger  safely  and  bngrage 

I I  access..  'Tljis  k  otic    these  are  the  mms  fvc  be^n 

1 2  lalkiTig  for  imnyi  mm^'  yeai 

1 3  And  in  coj^HideraEiori  of  the  many  speakers 

1 4  v/hp     here,  I  j  ust  want  to  my  ihaC  we  certasjiity 
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]  5  (0  support  the  Central  Subway,  hul  wc  want  lo  maintaiti 

16  the  bus  lines  that  wc  currently  have  in  Visalajdon 

17  Valley, 

18  Thank  you- 

19  PRESIDENT  ALEXANDER:  Thank  you. 

20  Bonnie  Shiu? 

21  MS.  SlllLf:  Go<k3  afternoon,  Commt5.sEoncTs. 

22  I'm  Boiuiie  Shiy.  a  coaimunit>'  arganiscr  with  Visiiiaciiin 

23  Valtey  Pdsmt  Association,  i  work  with  over  200  parents 

24  and  their  families  residing  in  the  southeast  part  of 

25  Sati  Fiancisco,  "llicsc  families  count  nn  reliable  public 

11 

1  transportation  to  bring  them  lo  downtown  and  Chinatown 

2  OR  a  daily  basis-  These  working-class  families  olten 

3  include  three  generations  within  a  household,  and  Mutu 

4  is  the  only  means  for  parents^  lo  bring  their  childfetl  to 

5  and  frtjm  childi;aie,  for  youtli  to  get  to  schools  and  for 

6  s^eniors  to  get  out  to  their  doctor's  otfice  and  receive 

7  basic  social  services. 

S  llie  fiunilics  in  Visitiacion  Val  ley  i*eed  al  I 

9  existitii  Muni  services^  sttch  as  bus  lines  9X,  30  and  45^ 

10  to  remain  undismpted  during  and  after  consEmction  of 
1  ]   tbc  Central  Subway.  Wc  ask  fur  carei'iil  plauning  to 
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1 2  svoid  the  ijrob'km.?  t)mi  nccuncd  dufing  ihc  ccmBkuchan 

J  3  of  the  T-Third,  Wc  mk  t\mt  there  he  m  ^Uminati»n  of 

i  4  the  Muni  lines  or  the  lifelines  cannectiag  VissiEiaGJOii 

1 5  Valley  to  dovmlo^vm  ittd  Chinatown. 

16  Thank  >'t*u, 

17  PRESIDENT  AI.EXANOER:  Tliank^^ju. 

I S  Ken  Nim,  folle^ved  by  Wa3.iie  H«  imd  Sabm, 

19  MR.  NIM:  OcK3d  iftciisQoi),  CoiMTilssbBers, 

20  My  mme  is  Ken  Nm,  I'm  the  hear^l  presifleit  for  the 

2 1  Visilkcbn  VaJl€>'  Cemraiuiily  Dcwlopmcnt  CorpfjcatiOT, 

22  and  1  shst^  tlic  i^ne  view  as  my  Vislti»k?n  V?i]]i?y 

23  psrtnm.  And  we  do  mipw^  the  Cciiti^l  Suhway, 

24  with  fvw  pr<^anticiP5^,  paTtieukrly  related  to  ectmomic 

25  dcvdcipii*cnt.  And  hastrd  cm  my  experience  fcsnneilv 

12 

1  wcjrking  in  Viiiifeidon  Valley,  doing  eDnstractlon  jate 

2  providtnjg.  irssitiitig,  vve  iearried,  loQ,  fmm  that 

3  experience. 

4  Fhst  is  job  "Oppoititiittes.  Hv^n.  though  the 

5  Third  Street  Light  Rail  did  pro-vide  great  oppcirtunities 

6  fof  jote  lor  the  ecimtnun ily ^  some  of  thcise  jobs  were  mure 

7  Ibcnsed  on  isnjskilictl  laborroi  rnnd  a  IdI  of  carpenliy  . 
S  But  'w^e'vc  got  Dther  opportuBilieiij  especially  with 
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9 

to 


14 

15 
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24 

25 


SI-  Pr.ANNINr.  COMMISSION  MEETING  2007-1 1-15  CctUml  Subvwiy  Project 
llic  iunouiH  i>r  work  tlun's  goitig  to  be  going  on  in  this 

projocl.  to  iMxiviilc  early  pliinnirii!  for  more  aciditional 

hifcj.her-(\\viti£.  longci-lasting  type  of  jobs  tor  our 

comnuiniity  jind,  loo,  for  our  local  contractors.  The 

outivach  in  Third  Street  l.ii;ht  Rail  was  pretty  good,  but 

\v\:  did  not  sec  as  much  impucl  fur  the  locd  contractors 

to  really  gel  the  bcnctll  of  getting  the  contracts  to 

work  in  the  Third  Street  Light  Rail. 

So,  wiih  lhos.0  two  experiences  vve'v« 

k-amcNJ  thai  wr  don'i  vviint  to  make  tlie  same  mistakes 

and  10  really  Uxtk  at  how  wc  can  do  a  better  outreach 

in  preparing  our  coninumiiy.  particularly  the  Chinese 

txminiunily  in  the  Chinatown  area,  contractors  who  might 

Im'C  opportunities  to  actually  \v'v">rk  on  this  project,  to 

ftgiire  out  hoW'  \w  can  help  them,  assist  them  in  bidding 

0!1  these  contract^;  anvl  also,  to  lo<?k  at  a  job  forecast, 

to  rcally  look  at  what  kind  of  jobs  really  will  be 

13 


1  axailablc  so  wr  can  \\\>rk  with  communil\ -based 

2  oiiianijsuicinss  >%t3ck  vviih  other  city  prognwixs,  to  KaSfy 

3  pro\  kle  trailing  and  get  the  people  r^*i>  for  this  job- 

4  Wehawtkvtol  timetocoinc-  Let's  start 

5  now  and  really  mov>&  tbnvard  and  cicatc  a  plan  so  we  can 
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6  pro  vide  better  ecoEUjmic  oppcMluiiiliea  for  &m  ficsmmiittitj^^ 

S  PRESIDE^^T  ALEXANDER:  ThaiikyoLi. 

9  Wayne  IM 

10  MR.  HU:  President  AlexandeFi  CAwmi  iifroncfSs 

1 1  my  name  m  Wayne  Hi,  I  mi  a  director  of  the  Chinese 

1 2  Cliambef  of  Comfflerce»  mi  today  I  sp§sk  m  behalf  of  the 

13  ChiKse  Chamber  of  Conirrof^c, 

1 4  Thj©  Chines  Clismber  »f  CtJinisseFDj;  h  m 

1 5  support  of  this  pKJjoci,  if  k  vital  to  our  ccmsiiiuiuly. 

1 6  It  will  crcalic  sipiificant  tKnefttss;  for  us.  But  zut: 

1 7  concerned  about  smai]  businessses. 

1 S  Almost  all  tise  ChiEiittuwu  busiraessei  are  ssuall 

19  busMcss  «|M:ratiDiis  owned  by  fafiiiliesi  whci  m3f k  very  lon^ 

20  liouTSv,  and  allhOLigli  there  are  other  -  Ihe  projeci  will 

2  i  impmt  bu&tuesses  iti  tlie  U nioji  Square  aiid  th«  downtown 

22  Mea,  the  Chiti^ilowis  small  feiisiiriems  don't  hisvc  the 

23  suppoil  of  a  EMtloMl  corporation. 

24  And  so  om  of  the  former  speakers  spoke  of 

25  what  Imppcn^sd  in  the  1 9^9  eiirlhqiiake  and  the  taking 

t4 

1  down  of  the  freeway.  Tlml  impacted  all  the  biisiiiesses. 

2  Beciuss  mmll  busLtiesses  are  mmh  moK  fragile,  sonte  of 
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3  them  didnt  swi^'ivc.  Ihh  project  is  going  lu  la^t  - 

4  k  projected  lo  las^t  five  and  a  half  years,  six  years. 

5  Bin  even  if  if  lasts  one  year,  small  businesses  will  be 

6  inipactcd,  and  a  lot  i>f  ihem  need  a  lot  more  S«|:^i0l1. 

7  Our  concern  is  lliat  (he  SEIR  m6  Ihe  SEIS 

8  docs  not  adequately  address  these  i&sues  nor  adequately 

9  address*  mitigations,  to  support  these  businesses.  You 

10  talk  abiHit  llie  residential  tenants  that  aix?  along  the 

1 1  corridor >  but  ^^ne  need  co  make  sure  th»t  wc  also  tak« 

1 2  eaie  of  cJiose  businesses,  too, 

13  lliankyou. 

14  PRESIDENT  ALEXANDER:  Thank  yoti. 

15  Habina,  followed  by  Eddie  ZlH-n^  and  Roiiriie 

16  Rltoc, 

17  MS.  CHF.N:  Good  afternoon.  Cortvmissioners. 

1 8  My  name  h  Sahina  Chen.  I'm  the  executive  ditector  of 

1 9  the  Chinese  Culture  Center  of  San  Frajiiciseo. 

20  We  would  like  to  no(e  that  the  SHIR  for  the 

2 1  Central  Subway  losing  one  of  the  bui  Idings.  that  is  set 

22  for  the  poteniial  she  of  the  Chinatown  siatiun,  the 

23  Hogen  &  Vest  or  the  Ny  Yuen  (ph)  building,  does 

24  iiot  necessarily  adversely  alTeel  the  eligibility  of 

25  Chinatown  to  be  a  historic  district.  We  do  have 
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1  concerns,  howe^^r,  ihst  the  SEIR  ahouM  Mdress  tte 

2  design  of  a  DL'platemenE  building  and  that  the  Cetltftl 

3  Suhi-ray  in  Chbakmii  -  lliat  would  be  culturally 

4  apprapriatB  to-  the  Chii'iatowii  ooffliwttiiity. 

5  Two  peiPceM  of  the  coastruction  cost  for  line 

6  Central  Submy  is  designated  for  |3fublk  art,  and  it  h 

I  essential  that  the  Chlnsttmn  commumiiy  have  a  voice  im 

8  detemiiiihii  what  itrt  will  rcpresoil  the  comniiinily  m  the 

9  Ceuhal  Siibm+y  project. 

10  The  Chinese  Culturie  Caiicr  has  beoj  workiag 

I I  wfih  tlic  San  FranciscD  Arts  CDnimissliin  and  the  CWijatow 

12  Cl>C  10  help  fsjcihtate  a  pablit  artK  seleclLoil  process 

13  that  is  open  and  iransparenl  to  tiie  CliiiiMown  cortimujiity. 

1 4  Th^  mission  af  the  Chinese  Culliire  CeiMer  h  to 

1 5  preserve,  promute  and  Lnliumce  Chhiese-Amerlcatt  iff: 

16  and  cuUure.  We  have  becjs  serving  as  m  artbtic  voice 

1 7  for  this.  commiiiMQf-        1 973. 

IS  The  Clilti^e  Cultiire  Cctratcr  is  the  obvious 

1 9  cliokc  lo  serv«  jis  ^  cuHuTai  facili1al«r  between  the 

20  Arts  Comrnission  md  the  Chinatoi/vn  commuiiiiy.  We  have 

2 1  bccD  —  ihe  Art.s  CiMroni Ji.^ion  appmiiched  the  Chinese 

22  Culture  Center  m  mdM  m  a  tmmhef  of  t^-Biys.  I  vvont 
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23  go  ihroiigh  the  ihu  in  tl^e  irit€i^t&  elt■tim€^  but 

24  m  Oftler  to  adequately  assist  the  Ails  Commtssbn  in 

25  cojuiecthsg  the  Chi!ialown  cctmmunit>%  the  ChincsL*  Culiure 

16 

f   Center  w\\\  need  more  rc-sourccs  than  trur  currenl 

3  In  reviewing  the  SHIR,  we  mk  Lhal  th^ 

4  Planni     Commtssion  consider  the  tlin  Jiiig  of  a  Chinat-0  Wll 

5  community  liaison  for  the  San  Frattcisco  i\it3  Commission 

6  vt'lth  the  ChtruKiB  Cultuf  e  Center. 

7  Thiink  you  for  your  time. 

8  PRESIDENT  v\LEX^VKDER:  niatikyoa, 

9  Eddie  Zh^sg? 

10  Rotuiie  Rhoe? 

!  1  MR.  RiiOE:  Good  afternoon,  CoRimissbncis.  My 

1 2  name  is  Ronnie  Rhoc,  Di icjctor  of  Commynit}'  Development 

1 3  with  Chinese  Affirmative  Action. 

1 4  The  SRTFt  report  references,  the  critical  need 
t5  for  improved  transit  accessjtbility  iilon^  llie  CentJaJ 

1 6  Subway  corridor,  given  the  high  etuployment  rate  for 

17  folks  who  live  m  tltat  p^t  of  towi.  In  that  context, 

18  I'd  like  10  talk  about  the  inrportmcc  of  job  ereation 

19  for  both  "  for  commisiiity  resident?  during  both  the 

Pttge  19 
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2Ci  consliiictioti  md  opciatlDnal  phsse  of  the  pTOiecL 

2 1  Constf ucliciin  opntin'ucs  to  be  a  grawlh  ssectar  in  San 

22  Fi'aiicisKJO,  pTx^viding  s^jKteiimble  vrti^m  and  a  deaf 

23  c«irecr  path.  Unforlunately,  iruiny  litaited  Eiiglisli 

24  profidCTt  ruiijdKiEits  of  the  iieighboriioods  tlM  will 

25  be  srEipaclcd  by  £li€!  ptojecl  have  Httle  to  no  access  to 

17 

1  ihL'  uppreiitice&lijp  programs  aiid  con^iactora  that  wlii 

2  ultimately  be  WDikitig  to  build  this  project. 

3  The  triKfes  m^§  improvements  o^vcr  the  y«ris 

4  5,1  mtm  oftts  xcemMMty  t»  EmM  teiroer^  .pd 

6  pfogress  to  bsj  made.  Further  mgmcntin||  these 

7  chalkngi^s,  the  cit!F''s  tlagship  prc-appFeniioesbip 

E  irainiiig  progmm.  City  Btrild,.  hss     t&  ijt^plettteM  a 

9  ianguage  wci^s  comptineEit  tliat  would  iiUovv  English 

10  learner  Job  seeks  to  fully  p^icipate  in  llm  cmmM 

1 1  construcliiiis  boOtn. 

12  The  Central  Subway  Project  DfTers  gre-al  a 

13  i^ppenniiily  to  eooitlmate  ^ffibrts  between  the  M  TA, 

14  tbe  local  buildltlg  ll^dcs^  Citv  Bwld  ard  ncighbtsrhoud 

1 5  residents  to  crnsum  caiTeer  opportunities  fi>r  iinmigranl 

16  job  scekciH.  We  ask  —  fhroui^h  that  cixardiriatitm,  we 

Page  20 


Central  Subway  Final  SEIS/SEIR  -  Volume  II 


4-21 


4.0:  PUBLIC  HEARING  COMMENTS  AND  RESPONSES 


SV  PLANNIKG  COMMISSION  MEFTfNG  2007-11-15  CenlraJ  Subway  Pi^ect 

1 7  ask  thai  ihc  MTA  create  tailored  pf og/ams  ibi  English 

18  [earner  residetite  m  the  irapacteij  neighborhoods,  txiJh  in 

19  pKreparatton  for  construction  anc)  for  MY  A  jobs,  once  the 

20  ptxsject  is  operatioiTial.  Only  through  this  froni-cnd 

21  conimitineist  to  the  trade  c^n  v^x;  amurt  that  hire;*  arc 

22  rmdc  to  kick-start  a  career-long  commitment  to  the 

23  tr^cs  md  the  MT A  jobs  and  m>l  simply  a  temporary  liire 

24  to  fiilfill  tbe  particular  g(mh  ttf  this  pRijecl. 

25  Wc  ask  that  this  priij<s:t  be  m  investment 

iS 

1  in  a  morc^ccqiriomically-iielf-auilicienl  faittily  and 

2  ncijghborhoDd  based  in  Cliitiatown,  south  of  Market  and 

3  siunxjunding  neighboriKX)ds. 

4  Thank  yoa  for  yom  Itiiie. 

5  PRESIDENT  ALEXANDHR:  ITiank  yxnw. 

6  Lajts'  Yee.  followed  by  Go  Chen  Cior  Wu,  Deng 

7  ZM  Hi  Jig,  Anna  Cliang. 

t  (Woman  and  man  apprnach  ihc  bar.  The  wioman 

9  begins  translating  for  the  genillciTian) 

1 0  COMMISSION!  SECRETARY  AVERY :  Excuse  me. 

1 1  Eef«rc  you  start  —  before  you  start,  the  court  reporter 

1 2  m  askinG  the  speakers  to  speak  slowefv  so  that  she  can 

13  get  an  accurate  transcript  ion  of  yowr  comttients. 
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14  lliaRkyQii, 

15  MR.  CHEN:  (Thrmigh  the  traflslator)  My  nm^ 

\  6  is  Ouang  Wy  Cbi^ri,  and  I'm  the  jjresjdettt  of  iM  Piisg  Yueii 

1 7  Rrs-iclent  [oipraveraeiil  AaS£»ciaiiciii  I'm  geltig  10  five  a 

1 8  %hoti  ttilmducliciji  of  Pint  Yuen. 

19  Tliere  are  abouE  400  iow^nooiiie  fainilks 

20  Eiviiig  3^1  Fmg  Yuen,  and  the}*  li-siig  iItic  transil  lo  go 

21  to  \wi'k  iind  sctiooi  W«  ssytpport  the  Centra]  Sub^vay,  md 

22  \m  wish  fo  start  the  project  m  Boon  m  posslbie. 

23  Btefopg  the  consitre^tiuii  bcgims,  we  hope 

24  ttet  ymi  guys  cm  w^rfc  m  the  prcpamlkrn  of  milifyLtig 

25  our  eci-moiunily  that  —  wfcat  kmd%  of  acttvUv  will  be 

19 

t  silfbctod  on  the  jgjwund  due  lo  the  conaj^ructicsn  aiid 

2  the  type  of  wrark  that  ccMald  reduce  the  impact  m  ouf 

3  ctimmtimty,  espt^ctally  iiht  the  iioi^e  pnobletns  md  die 

4  pedestrian  ^fety,  et  oetem. 

5  Thaiik  you. 

6  PRESIDENT  ALBXAKDHR;  l-hTOkyou. 

7  IMIS,  CHANG;  GockJ  aflemcioRf  €:i>miTiiissionier. 

«  My  imme  is  Anna  Ch^g.  and  I'm  on  behalf  afMn  Deng 

9  HllM  Zhi  for  CommuiKilY  Tejiunls  AsLsoctation.  the 


1 D  vjce-prc.sideni,  heci^use  he  \m  a  afternoon  doctor 
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1 1  appoinlmcnt,  ho  he  wanted  lo  make  sure  thai  I  i*ead  to 

12  ihc  CojuiTiijiKiancT. 

13  Overall,  CTA  -  Cottimiuiit)-  TetiaiUs 

14  Associalion  "  h  a  tvonprnftt,  grass-rocKs  agencies, 

15  ami  vv"e  have  Jike,  cit>» wide  tiicriibcrs.  Marry  arc 

16  sejiiof    WeVe  been  m  the  city  dmou  --  over  20 

17  years. 

18  We  really -- on  behalf  of  our  residents, 

19  1  really  support  md  also  feci  that  this  is  very 

20  tmpanant,  t'cnfral  Subway  to  Chmiilown.  And  I  feel 

2 1  that  we've  been  waiting  f»r  this,  plan  fur  20  years. 

22  And  not  only  for  our  seniors'  sake,  but  it'^i  for  om 

2%  mixed  generations.  It's  really  convetuetit.  And.  also, 

24  a  lot  of  our  senbis'  faiJiili^  are  ridijjg  -  use  public 

25  transpiirtydon  as  tlieir  traissport  to  dillerenl  places. 

2a 

1  So,  therefore,  we  t«el  that  h's  vcty  itnixirtant. 

2  And  there's  a  couple  points  th^t  we  feci 

3  that  vve  want  to  address  C  ommisjvioner;  that,  yoy  knoWj,  'we 

4  want  M  I  A  to  have  enough  notice  lo  the  coiumanity  wten  it 

5  s^art  and  also  the  ~  for  the  projects.  And  then  you 

6  guys  should  utilize  far  media  tiolillcation  for 

7  community. 
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S  And^  most  mipomm,  we  feeJ  thst  we  wiaFrt 

9  10  incj^sase  more    better  scrvkc  tot  pubik 

10  transpoitfidoiii^  pcdcslrlae  safety, 

12  FRBSTDEKT  ALEXANDER:  Thank  ym. 

13  Carmen  Hii,  folluwcd  by  Anthmy  Eilig,  Dopeen 

14  Cter-McLecML 

15  MS.  Oi2il-Mt;LEOD:  Ccamiissioaei^.  my  name  is 

1 6  Doneeii  DBr-McLeiMl.  I'm  the  esteeuiive  diEWtor  of  Oorraa 

1 7  Ek^na  Cetttiexori  I  l«ousie.  AM  some  of  the  Philip  I  was  going 

18  lo      iiave  been  said,  sfi"  i  "^Mi't  %uit  to  pepeat. 

1 9  We  Sif  e  Irt  support  of  the  pwje^tj  hmt  wc 
2D  WMit  to  tBske  sure  thst  mitigiitions  are  mkcn  int<» 

2 1  cot^sideration  for  small  businesses  md  that  job 

22  oppcirtwiities  be  ilvbi  Uhlc  fc>r  ihe  eamTnuntiy  ~  md 

23  espceiglty  ii  the  trarisdt  sector  area,  %vhich  is  a 

24  growing  JiiTca  for  quv  coram  uciJly. 

25  'Thank  you. 
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1  PRESIDENT  ALEXANDER:  'Ilstik  yoii. 

2  Leoft  Ciio%7 

3  MR.  CHOW:  Otjod  aHeTncKnn,  Commissiraicrs. 

4  My  mime  js  Leon  Chow,  i'm  the  chairperson  o  f  the  San 
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5  Fmnciseo  Chinese  Pro^»re-s&ive  Association  located  ai 

6  1042  Grant  in  Ihc  Cliinatowii. 


8  SBIR^  bwt  also  1  don't  vmit  to  rcpcai  abnui  the  same 

9  comment  that  the  oTganl/^tions  fTOm  previous  iSfxiakefS, 

10  Ukc  Visiliacion  VBllcy  cjr  Chinaluwn,  mentiO'ned. 

1  i   But  our  Chinese  Pm^'rcssive  Association  has  always 

1 2  been  advocate  for  iminigriint  workfiTS,  either  uncmptoyed 

1 3  or  been  di*iplat:ed,  utk]  we  are  working  on  getthig  job 


1 4  opporlunily  to  have  theni  getting working  for  " 

1 5  on  the  job  ladder  for  a  better  job  atKl  perraanem  job. 

1 6  ihe  purpose  of  make  suj«  tliat  the  work  lias  been 

1 7  done  4tid  moving  forwand  w'nh  the  example  about  ibc 

1 8  Hurd  Street  Liglit  Rail  Project  and  how  it's  going 

1 9  about  gd^tting  the  jobs  and  make  sure  tliai  I  m  m  igrant 

20  workers.,  disptaccd  wnikcn!^  will  gci  ibe  futl  benefit 

21  of  the  oppoitunity  for  ihc  construction  phasfi-s  is  really 

22  imp{irtaiit. 

23  So,  thank  you  \'Ory  much. 


7 


Qm  organizat  ion  is  vQjy  supponlvc  of  the 
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PRESIDENT  ALEX^\KDER:  lliank  you- 


25 


Cynthia  Joe? 


1 


MS.  JOB'  Good  afkmoon,  ConnmiHsioncre. 
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2  Once  upon  a  lime,  3  was  ^  plamiliig  conmissioner 

3  appointed  by  Ma>w  Willie  Brown  back  in  the  days  t>f 

4  1 996  when  the  stiperid       1 5  d«]lajH,  md  the  roamLtifOo 

5  nnxtiRg  lhat  3  Md  wm  start!    wiili  the  Li ve- Work 

6  Projects  and  cndmg  wiih  iht  Siitro  TV  Iciwer  after  12 

7  mldnighl. 

S  I  urn  ^  member  of  die  Pres^yleriafi  dn^rch 

9  in  Ctiitiato'^  ist  925  Stsckton  Street.  Tte  ehiii'ch  will 

1 0  be  siihmittiiie.  a  letter  before  tlie  December  i  Q,  21107 

1 1  deLidlii^.  We  &m  m  siipp&rt  of  a  CliiMaiown  aEation, 

12  I  atn  sp^Jcing  as  m  mdivtdiial  mmm,  mt 

13  to  mm  lieii  aixiMt  cn^ircmmaital  issues^  impacts  on  the 

14  church. 

1 5  AccordiEii  to  the  Execi^tlv^  Sumnian', 

16  Altcmativt;  3B  h  less  costly  srtd  require,^  a  shorksr 

1 7  construcAkm  perioci.  At  the  proposed  Cluinatoivvri  station 
J  8  mxt  to  the  churoh,  whai  witui,  iintiligliE  and  £.hadow 

1  9  studira  are  lb»ein|  doiae  to  look  at  tbe  esi¥irorimental 
2Q  hm^  m4  lmpmt%  oft  65-lbot  liJih  development  next 

2  i  to  tte  cbitteh  m4  iM  Oordoti  Lm  Elauci^tar)'-  School  yard? 

22  Mitl^alioji  meassures  should  Iticludc  setbacks  and  various 

23  buitdings  ^dj«cnt  to  the  ehuich  and  65-foc>t  height  at 
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24  the  Wastiiiigtoii-Stockton  poition. 

25  Th&m  vA  1 1  be  a  loss  of  1 7  units  of  housi  ng. 

23 

{   Wha-t  replacement  houstng  will  there  be  for  the  Mks 

2  that  will  |>c  diJiplaccd? 

3  \^Tiat  about  selHing  and  vibmcioti  due  to 

4  ctjn&truciion?  Tljey  will  be  rockiiig  3tti)d  tollitig  in 

5  Chiiiatowti.  What  plans  are  made  for  rat  atxitemcnt 

6  and  venttiE^  control  in  the  CliinatovTO  communityV  Please, 

7  m  co3i&trucliO£i  noi&e  ajound  the  chiiix;h  on  Sundays, 
g  Never  on  a  Stinday. 

9  Lots  work  together  to  keep  the  process 

1 0  mov jjig  to  build  the  Cctitml  Subw^ay  to  Chinatown  by  20 1 6 

1 1  as  projeeted.  And  by  God's  grace,  wc  hope  we'll  be  able 

12  to  use  it  by  thm 

13  lliank  you, 

14  Oh,  1  lia^-e  a  written  statement,  so  -  it 

1 5  leaves  out  all  the  "hell"  and  the  humor. 

16  COMMISSION  SECRETARY  AVERY:  llank  you. 

1 7  PRESIDENT  ALEXANDER :  Thank  you, 


IS 


David  Lee? 


19  MR,  LEE:  My  nanie  is  Davsd  Lee,  and  I  am 

20  the  second  generation  of  three  generalions  of  my  family. 
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2 1  We're  members  of  the  Presb>lef  laii  diarsli  in  Chinatown, 

22  md  we  are  deilriitely  m  stipport  of  this  project.  Bvrt 

23  ]h&&  'nm  two  liistodcal  fkcis  tte  this  church  km 

24  sacrificed,  and  I  whh  to  share  wlih  ym  girrf,  a  fH^esl. 

25  lliis  coKceras  the  KlocdcR  ~  the  possible  ^elmtim 

14 

1  of  3  Bs  whkh  WQuid  be  a  sSatkm  cm  SkKkton  assd 

2  WasMngtoTi  Straei. 

3  HisrttJTicallyy  the  ditireh  EiM  gwm  up 

4  pnip^rty  ts3  build  ihc  Odrdori  Lau  SeiiONOij  who  at  that 

5  ttrne  called  it  the  "Stot^ktiM  School "  Of  eoyme,  this 

6  waH.  m  aiippcsrt  —  sehooli  m  the  iieighljorfioocl,  of 
1  ^«rsB,  it's  a  l^jielit  10  ail, 

t  HiiS  s€i:!iDtxd  IS  that  th€:  dwreh  iteciilly  wmt 

9  ibmugh  a  major  reiio\itlML  tfe  retKiv^lori,  tocsk  aver 

10  m«  3?ieari.  Two  of  tbos«  ymn<  wm  deiiing  with  the 
1  ]  S&a  RmtKisco  LanAtiwks  Bcmi. 

12  llic  orlglrat  def  ign  was  rejecbd  by  tiie 

i  3  fetilidinf  dqjsirtrp^ni.  They  rsqiLuesited  thai  we  go  before 

14  fse  I^cfiriarfiK  Boand,  imd  tli€!  Landmarks  Board  prevailed, 

1 5  Thisy  woidd  rtot  allom'  us  to  ciiafiie  any  of  the  dc?:lgns» 

1 6  at       €mt  to  liie  chufclii.  We  hmi  to  refafcrioste  the 

17  eiatireli  buiidifig. 
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1 8  And  as  you  can  sec  before  you,  Uiat  is  Uie 

19  present  design  of  the  building.  Wliat  beaseilted  from 

20  the  thurch  WciiJ  the  addition  ol'&  third  stor>'.  whicli  has 
2  i  a  re-set  and  is  Oie  new  sanclUAry  of  the  bullditin. 

22  Oil  the  secoijd  page,  yoxi'll  sec  that  m  the 

23  sanctuary  ai*e  wnidows  chat  have  natural!  ighting.  What 

24  v^ne  arc  requesting  is  th^lt^  in  ihc  cvcni  that  this  site 

25  gets  selected,  that  we  liavc  a  representative  from  the 

25 

1  church  to  be  invcslvcd  with  the  desij^ri  pruccjss.  As  vou 

2  can  5CC,  the  peak  of  the  huitdii^  h  49  feel  fall.  65 

3  feet  is  the  line  tliat  is  abtjve  the  building. 

4  PRESIDENT  ALEXANDEJl:  lliaiik  you. 

5  MR.  DAVID  LEE:  Thank  you. 

6  PRESIDENT  ALEXANDER:  Ben  Lee? 

7  MR.  DEN  LEE:  fm  Ben  Lee.  Vm  tlw  president 

8  of  the  Chinatown  Photographic  Association.  Wesi  timtcd 

9  at  1 32  Waverly  Place.  I'm  here  to  spcaJi;  on  the  legacy 

10  of  this  project, 

1 1  We  fuUy  suppoit  this  project. 

12  I'll  try  to  address  the  public  lyrts 

13  requirement  fur  the  slalions. 

14  I  have  three  things  I  watit  to  &ay.  1  travel 
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1 5  arautiil  ^tie  \v<iM.  1  think  Chinato'WTii  m  a  i^viiif  museum, 

1 6  When     decide  ray  of  thi s  pwbl  ic  anwwk,  I  ttunk  we- 

1 7  should  have  tto  in  mind. 

1 8  Alpa,  CWwitown  is  twr  teme  away  f»fii  Iiionie. 

19  I  dim'i  iiv«  in  ChinatDm^sj,  hm  I  gra  to  Ciiinaid-wei  ^vmy 

20  day,  ev-et^'         ifs  a  IMtii  tdwii^  a  living  ci^llwf . 

2 1  When  Vrt  decide  this  art,  v?^  have  to  keep  XbM  m  rolnd 

22  And  I  tiiiiik  wt  also  liave  lisird  fTOra  the  otbcf 

23  speakers  if s  go'mg  to  be  a  project  for  m  bug  ^  San 

24  Fmn£;iK>o  is  afetiiict.  It's  a  living  legacy  thm  hsvt 

25  tocarr>'. 

1  And  tte^  if  c  §  iot  of  gcsod  artists  in  Sau 

2  FmicIsw.  Ae^  I  vifmni  the  CamMiisiiioE  to  rcmeinbeif^  whm 

3  we  decide  m  tW  s  pvMic     we     Mi  il^  m^m^ 

4  whcthcf  irpm  Chinatwwn  mr  any  oilier  atta^  to  wofk. 

5  togciKT,  S45  tlMit  w6  etn,  mafee  the  smimi  a  living 

6  museum,  a  wdki^g  museiiia^  so  €:¥ef3ftody  can  enjoy. 

7  And  IS  for  m  I'm  concerned ,  f herd's  m 

8.  hettef  people  tliat  can  hdp  tn  coordinalc  this  but  the 

9  Citi^e  CiiitiK  Ce«:iter^  beciwse  ihefve  kicn  Etiere^  for 

10  yeai^.  Wf  have       s  member  fur  Wius.  And  I  want  to 

1 1  support  ihcm  for  this  propedi. 
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1 2  Tfjank  vou. 

f" 

13  PRESIDENT  ALEXANDER:  TtiaiikyoiL 

14  Piun  Wu,  folbwed  by  Ji>an  Wood  and  Cindy  Wu. 
]  5           Pajti  Wu? 

16  Joan  Wood? 

17  MS.  WOOD:  Yes.  Good  afkmoon, 

18  Commissioners .  My  mtm  is  Som  Wood,  ami  I  live  on 
!9  Houston  Street  Ifs  m  Nonh  Beach.  I'm  a  jncmber  of 

20  Telegraph  Hill  DvvcIIcts,  one  of  their  committee!*,  and 

21  also  Friends  of  Washington  Square. 

22  i  d<m'E  tliink  a  station  north  of  Market 

23  Street  h  really  ncccssBr>'.  Anyone  wHn's  been  to 

24  Chinatown  knows  tbat  people  certainly  don'l  have  any 

25  problem  y^ellin|Z.  there.  And  I  \hii]k  Cliai  llie  Upheaval 

27 

1  six  years  of  upbeavii!  is  really  not  xmtlh  it  But  I 

2  think  tliis  projeci  lias  gone  on  long  esiough  chat  it's 

3  poituless  for  me  lo  say  that  I  objecl  to  il. 

4  I  do  Mnk  lhal  the  confines  -  the  bnnfer 

5  of  Chinatown  is  blurred.  To  me  ~  Vvc  lived,  since 

6  1%2,  cfintinunn.sly  in  North  Reach  on  Telegraph  Hill, 

7  and  I  think  the  bcjrder  is  clearly  at  Grant  ajid  Broadway, 

8  (he  riortli  border  af  it. 
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9  I  Kulice  tlial  die  Mesi opolitaii 

1 0  Tr£iit!i|!icwlatioi5  Authority  dedinaled  sm  Mim^d 

1 1  jieighborho.ods.  We'i^  not  oise  of  tUf^m,  altliaugh 

1 2  w'ne  obviousty  aflcctfid.  1  suppose  wc'e^  I  umped 

1 3  with  Chinatown  and  (tow-nliow^.  But  tlmt  aeosuals  for 
H  the  fact  thut  Telegraph  Hill  Dwellers  hBm'l  weigti&d  in 

1 5  on  t\m,  whkh  they  ccrtiiinly  will     doLitg  scj  before 

16  December  10. 

1 7  I  just  .saw  a  dig^si  oC  the  EIR  yesterdavv 

1 8  as  did  the  head  of  the  Plaruiijig  and  Tkiimg  Cooimiltw 

1 9  yeHterd^iy.  It's  been  aiialw^ed.  T\m  EIR  iias  been 

20  analyvieiLl  by  oiie  of  our  dtrectofis.  He  ssys  this  BIR 

2  ]  ducHd't  g.iv«  caifflplete  coveiagf  t#  the  liipicts  in  Honh 

22  Beach-,  particularly  if  you've  got  a  boring  ntgchine,  for 

23  gtesli  sske,  cotuijii  up  at  C^liitsibus  and  UeiIot  Street. 

24  And  at!  exampk  of  the  deficiefjcieis  af  the 

25  blR  —  it's  simple  to  say  this.  11iey  Eiientioned  tmo  bus 

IB 

1  lines  that  wcfiild  he  di.^turbed.  T^uat^'^^  iix  bus  lines. 

2  They  left  off  four  af  tfern. 

3'  Also,  ihejie's.  m  eomfiserrt  &hom.  wtet  will 

4  happtsn  to  the  dirt  tl-iat  is  thrown  up  at  Washingtotri 

5  Sqii^e  Park. 
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SK  PLANNINCJ  COMMISSION  MEETING  2007-]  1- 15  Cetitral  Subwav  Project 
PRESIDENT  ALEX^VNDIiR:  Thaiik  ,tou. 


7 


MS.  WOOD-  Thiuikyoii. 


S 


PRESIDENT ALEXANDBR:  Cindjr  Wu? 


9 


MS.  WU:  Good  aftcmciOEif  C(>mTnissi<incr.s.  My 


lf>  imTK  Is  Ondy  Wu.  J  wirk  for  the  Chinatown  Community 


1 1   DcvclopmcEit  Center.  Vm  reading  a  letter  on  bebalf  of 


12  Chi-Hsin  Shao. 


13 


Dear  Commis.i;Lt>ner*s  my  mttl't  \s  Chi-Hsiti 


1 4  Shaa,  a  member  of  Ihe  Community  Advisorv  Gjioup 

15  reprcser^iinii  Ycrba  Buetia  AllEaiJce.  Tlie  CAG  lias 

16  been  workinji  very  closely  vvi[tt  the  M  I  A  staff  aod  its 

17  consultants  in  llie  deliberation  of  ihc  Mtini  Central 
IS  Subway  alignment  and  station  locations, 

19  I  wou\<]  like  (o  report  to  you  tbst  the  M TA 

20  staff  and  its  consultants  have  been  listening  to  the 

21  suggesdoniS  and  comments  provided  lo  them  by  the  CAG. 

22  'VtiC  Ccnlral  Snbwaj^  aligjimenl  hsss  been  modified  from 

23  llilrd  Street  to  Fourth  Street.  Thh  new  ali^iunent  ajid 

24  ita  extension  lo  Chinatown  vvivuld  ptiovide  tremendous 

25  benefits  to  Muni  riders,  especially  those  who  liv«» 

29 

1  work  and  shop  in  the  San  Francisco  ChinaJowji.  With  ihc 

2  Central  Subw^ay  projecl,  these  riders  wnulJ  not  need  to 
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3  wail  fcjr  the  critvvxJed  tuiiJiber  30  hm  Mm  ilml  gometiiiies 

4  people  isfc  several  tOEaJly-fuii  buses  come  by,  mt 

5  abte    boitrd  tkt-  hm.  The  betis-f its  to  Mwm  riders 

6  ^VDiild  potencially  tflgger  better  access  for  patrons  to 

7  Chinatovstt  aiid  thus  bcisctlt  Chinstowii  ecoEWTnically. 

8  For  tht  station  m  the  Ycr Bucna  mm, 

9  we  would  5>uggcft   n^mc  of  Ycrba  Bmsna  Gaitkci.  This 

1 0  issu«  was  discussed  at  the  Bcmrd  ttf  Diit^lors  of  Yerba 

!  I  Bpent  Alllsince  and  has  been  c«miiiijm€iit'&d  lo  MTA  staff 

!2  and  its  consuttaEitH. 

!  3  Sincerely  yours,  Ciij-Hsm  CMo. 

14  PRESIDENT  ALE.XANDER:  IMnkyoy. 

15  April  VcTnartCKiictjS? 

16  MS.VERNANOCION:  HdlcK  My  name  is  April 

1 7  Vert^aiweioii.  ajid  I'lij  wilh  the  South  ef  Maifcet  Cdipniunity 
[  8  Aetioa  Nefwork.imd  I  wjifited  to  share  mmc  nf  my  ctjnccras 

1 9  in  regai'^ls  to  mnw  of  the  wiislTwction  that's  goisg  ix) 

20  take  place  i  n  the  mmk  of  Market. 

21  fm%  I  woiild  like  t4j  say  thai  we're  in 

22  support  of  qiialcty  jiubllu  transportalioii  for  low«mcome 
21  famili^K  iirid  s^ii&t^,  of  wliEeh  Central  Siilmiy  Is  om  of 

24  tbdS6,  but     wmmd  to  talk  about  sp^lfi^?  mitigation 

25  meMurei  iieeessai^  to  address^  especial  ly  during  ihc 
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30 

1  conislniction  phase,  the  impact  of  con sjmction  cm  ihc 

2  seniors  lhat  arc  living  on  Fourth  Slr«.'l.  as  well  as 

3  the  youth  that  art  at  ihs  middle  sthool  on  Fourth  aiJd 

4  Harrison,  as  vv^ll  us  ~  m      alt  know  -  and  vouVe 

5  heard  me  say  this  many  titnes  before  -  there  is  4ibot!t 

6  40  thousand  carii  iliat  pass  by  Sixth  Sti^eet  evcr>^  d^', 

7  And  so  we're  concensed  about  the  re-routing  of  traffic 
S  onto  Che  Sixth  Street  area.  It  was  a  real  mess  this 

9  %veeketid  because  of  the  Oracle  conx'^niioii. 
i  O  And  so  these  are  the  types  of  things  that 

11  tieed  mitigation.  And  the  KJR  states  that  therc*s  no 

12  feasible  mitigation  measures,  hut  I  think  there  necdij 
i  5  to  be  more  looked  at  on  there. 

14  As  well  as  there's  a  lot  of  discussion^. 

15  p^ipieuiarly  in  the  adjacent  eaiitcrn  siciyjiboiiioodl, 

1 6  about  transi  t-«riented  development  and  detisity  along 

17  transit  Ihies.  I'm  really  concenjed  tlu^t  this  density, 

1 8  an  iriciNJaiie  in  bousiiiig.  is  only  going  to  be  available 

19  for  those  who  aie  able  to  afford  market-rate  housing. 

20  So  I'm  also  coticeiiicd  about  the  indirect  displacement 

21  of  individuals  that  would  result  frnm  this  increased 

22  density  in  housing.  So  I  think  there  should  be  some 
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23  specific  mittgatiOTs  iw  imrcimcd  afTtordable  hOLUiiig 

24  sbng  tbesq  transi  t  ctHricitiii^  in  the  Msutll  of  Market 

25  So     wiiuid  like  more  time,  Mm.  to 

31 

1  Mialyze  iht.  EIR  aiid  pfO¥ide  wf itteu  concems  Ixyondi 

2  tlie  Deoeijiber  IDtlmeiiJie.  lliere  isn'l:  much  ariitlyds 

3  md  MmmMim  on  lire  impact  m  tbt  s  wth  of  Market, 

5  PRBSiOENT  ALEXANDER;  Ihmk  y^u, 

^  I  te'ig  no  addhlon^l  speaker  carcJs.  I» 

7  there  anyone      i^drng  to  cc>iiiim«nt  on  this  itej? 
$  MS,  WEISS;  Gmd  nftensncuaj  CcxmmiiisioilieES;^ 

9  My  mmc  h  VsmBtms  Wtjij^^  and  I've  IbHo'twed  the 

1 D  Ccwtml  Subway  since  the  heginjiiiig. 

1 1  Anil  I'm  k  viry  hup  adwieailie  of 

1 2  irasispDiMtiois  in  Sm  Frmciseo.  If  yotf^e  ewr  riddten 

1 3  the  nnitifea-  30  ]ine    m  one  ef  tlie  ladies  mM  before, 

14  it  is  .a  tilihtmai^.  You  caiiM>t  tppronch  «i  hits,  S» 

1 5  llie  Ceiitf  il  Ssibw^  wouM  relieve  all  tliat  ocmgeslicijii  mi 

16  ihe  sarfeee  arrf  put  p§«3ple  ujiicicrgFOTind  whers^  iht  Cmiml 

1 7  Swfew^Y  ml\  move  tkiM,saud3  of  people  tiiueh  pieke'  lian 
1 1  Ifig  t^ses  «jald  ever  cfa. 

19  S«  this  is  very  impoirtsMit  and  is  sot^eiy 
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20  Eiocdcd  In  Chirialown-  I  live  in  the  Financial  Diiitrtct, 

21  and  1  use  the  Mumber  1  quite  often.  And  when  I  have 

22  to  use  the  30, 1  dread  il.  Bui  this  will  be  a  wcmdcrtul 

23  addition,  and  it  will  be  wodh  the  inconvetiiencc  dial  - 

24  tiic  noise,  aiid  all  ibese  things  that  people  woijy  about 

25  will  take  place.  Tm  sutie  tlicinbcs^  coiididons  wilt 

32 

1  be  iti  iti^ated  to  the  best  way  possible. 

2  So,  good  luck  and  God  speed.  Thank  you. 

3  PRESIDtNi  ALtXAMDBR:  Thauk  yiiu. 

4  Next  speaker,  please. 

5  MS.  FEHI.:  C-ommissiortere,  my  name  is 

6  Paulipc  Peel-  Vm  a  resident  of  the  Bay  View  Diiitrict 

7  and  a  rru^mher  of  the  Community  Advisjor)'  Gioup  since  its 

8  inccptiftn,  and  Vvc  slayed  on  with  the  gmup  to  WOfk  on 

9  tbe  Central  Subway  pnyect 

10  One  of  the  driving,  fonces  behind  our 

1 1  neighborliood  stippoit  of  the  project  wjis  the  prpmi-sc 

12  of  caniidclivity  with  the  city.  As  you  kmm^  the 

13  southecist    Bay  View,  Vis  Valley  ~  is  prctly  isolated, 

14  and  our  hope  was  to  Imve  better  acee.s&  to  dow^iio'ira  and 
]  5  conweiln^  bu.'9es. 

1^  After  looking  through  the  &uppknicntal  HIR.  I 
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1 7  noted  thBt  attcntEon  was  pM  m  ptjtoifial  disruististB 

1 8  thai  dlcci  iietgMjiidmods,  and  I  thitik  tlie  jMopcised 

19  iScciMiitiodattoMss  siaem'ed  pretty  adequate.  I  feel  fite 

20  proper  outK^tch  mid  cmp^mtmn  with  neighbodiecHi 

2 1  stakeEiolders  will  Ise  tbrtlicemlng  and  m  the  ^tmt  thst, 

22  as  tax  jMiycrs,  w  will  look  into  making  ihm,  pulting 

23  ttet  into  effect. 

24  1  suppcirt.  the  cxbiing  prpjecl  arid  iowk 

25  forwird  to  tli€  exteesiOT^  firsi  to  Ns^rth  B^h  and, 

33 

I   finally,  to  the  wti^ 

Thank  ym  mi  mmh. 

PRESIDENT  ALEXANDER'  TliiikyoM. 
Next  jSfDeakieri,  pktse. 

MS.  aiEN:  HL.  Good  afteifiooii.  My  immB  is 
Mm  Chm.  I'm  part  of  a  youtli  ijoiip  cslleci  Adopt  Am 
AlleyVfUy.. 

Pyblk  traugpertation  is  r«Uy  liiipo-rtOTi 

9  to  yoiitli,  Ymnk  M'Q  lite  n-n^  of  the  mm  pec^k  wKo 

1 0  relics  thc^  Mpnl  because,  wthpat  Muni,  Iww  could  we  gD 

1 1  to  mhtml  ot  ©Dmmunity  evrnts,  fir  Id  j  USt  \lMig  mM  wkY\ 

1 2  friends?  We  dm'i  Mvt  Qm&^  m-  Mmti  is  tiis  «!iiy  way  we 

13  cau  geA  tosund  in. 
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I  heaixf  stories  from  my  fellow  triple  A 
membei^  saying  how  it's  really  hard  to  get  from  their 
schools  —  LovvcU,  Washing;!^!!!  and  Kccria  Burton  (pb)  — 
to  go  to  Chinatown,  h  takes,  like,  20  to  40  minutes 
just  to  go  from  downtown  ta  Chinalovvn,  which  ia  4t  lal. 

I,  personally,  live  on  the  border  wfDaly 
City  afid  San  F^md^ico,  and  li  lakes  me  about  tlwee  to 
fiiur  hout^i  til  eoHirnute  to  Clunatowii  to  go  to  i^ork.. 

I  am  100  percent  supportive  of  the  Central 

Subway,  but  tluit  doesn't  niean  tliat  I  don't  have  atty 

concerns.  Please  put  community  input  into  the  noise 

ped  uctioti  of  service,  blocking  of  streets,  corridors 

34 


an.d...  I  know  that  everyone  that  I  know  knows  those 
are  just  little  prices  to  pay  for  something  gjcat  like 
the  Central  Subway. 

An^  also  j'^uth  should  be  included  inio  the 
art  pincesH  of  making  tht*  subwuysi  nicc^  b^ause  youtii 
has  a  lot  of  creativity but  we  don't  lui^'e  isitidi  place 
t^^  express  it  at 

ThiUik  yoiL 

PRESlDbN  l' ALJbXANDHK:  I  hank  you. 

Is  ihcrc  anyone  cisc  desiring  to  comment  on 
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1 1  this  item?  Is  thctt  my  adtiitiotml  piiiMic  comment? 


12 


Sedng  notie,  pyblic  eciinmetit  is  closed. 


Written  coisiisients  mW  be  accepted  the 


]  4  riaimttig  Depaitmejifs  offices  iititlt  the  closfc  c»f 


i  5  kisiness  on  December  1 7^  2007, 


17 


COMMiSSlONRk  ANTONINI:  Tbm±  you  for  a  M 


19 


And  I  think  I'm  in  aigreecncnl  v^'ith  alitiOS.! 


20  cvcfylhing  I  heard  ItKlay.  I  think  this  h  a  WOfideiM 

2 1  proj  t>ci,  unlike  some  of  iM  things  iMt^  pHeiiiaps^  for 

22  tmi  reasans,  arts  being  pmmolied  m  Vm  N^ss^  Itke 

23  the  Bus  Rapid  Transit,  which  takes  away  kms  and  is 

24  sojnewhai.    you  know,  ihh  complmmMsi  it  docsirt 

25  cotiipete  with  the  existing  buses.  Ae4  so  I  thinlc  this  h 

35 

1  ioitif  to  allow,  for  i3&aiinple,  fmmh  Sirert  sEid  Stockioa 

2  Street  to  have  cosier  movement  ahove^frouod  for  hicycla% 

3  for  pcdeslriaPij,  tnr  cars  and  t»r  him^s.  So  ihtt'%  on-e 

4  of  the  things. 

5  I  &vor  thiC  optidtn  beirtg  iinoditml  wliilcli  Ins 

6  the  Fourth  Street  route  aad  then     one  less  ooe 

7  station  ahev^ro-uid,  and  tlie  po;ilal  has  hcen  moved 
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8  further  norlh    the  southern  portal  —  so  it's  closer 

9  to  the  80  freeway. 

1  0  And  I  would  concur  with  those  who  advocate 

1 1  for  completion  with  the  horing  machine  ull  the  way  to 

12  Washington  5>quarc  with  a  fifth  silalion  -  if  you  count 

1 3  the  ahovcgrourKl  one  in  the  south  of  Market  -•  as  one 

14  of  ihc  5tali<ins  proposed  as  soon  as  possible. 

1 5  Alsti,  I  would  siiuriijly  advise  that  options 

16  he  looked  ut  in  the  future  to  continue  the  line  to 

1 7  Fisherman's  Wliarf  and  then,  peAaps.  moving  westward 

1 8  ii>  the  Marina,  Presidio  and  the  Richmond  District. 

19  Originally,  one  of  the  first  BAR]  plan-s, 

20  before  Maiin  backed  out  of  the  BART  system  in  the 

2 1  early  60's,  was  to  have  a  second  spur  go  through  San 

22  Francisco  to  Marin  and  would  have  followed  a  lot  of 

23  the  same  courrsc  as  this  conicivahly  could  eventually. 

24  Whether  or  not  it  all  needs  to  be  subway  through  all 

25  those  areas  is  a  mailer  for  future  discussion, 

36 

t  liui  1  ihink  the  key  issue  heie  is  that 

2  you  have  your  own  right-of-way.  So,  rather  than  being 

3  captive  to  whatever  congestion  occurs  on  the  street, 

4  the  subway  moves  hclowground  and  --  or  if  it's 
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5  abovs^rtRifid,  hm  its  own  riihl-of'Wirjf'  md  k  not  tied 

6  into  tilings  tliat  may  Cfccai?  abDvegmyn^  iMt  tbcy  caEi*t 

7  pr^jvent 

8  ScMSiJt  flMJigs  1  heard.  I  iWnk  tramsisF 

9  is  a  very  jmpoitanl  tlmg^  md  I  think  xb^i  hm  to  h& 
1 1>  addressed  at  til  the  siatroiiJs  to  be  stfotc  to  get  is^to 

1 1  BAR  f  aeid  Mwnl  froin  the  new  staticMis;  thM       fee  baili 

12  One  qpTTiTncnt  in  tte  IIR  was  atoLtt  tbe  miJii 

1 3  stations,  rm  not  quits  sure  of  the  exact  siisafe  of  the 

1 4  stations,  b«t  I  vmni  to  rruike  sure  that  the  stMions 

1 5  arc  adeciuatclii,'  Im^c  to  actorauMtiMe  a  timiji  kmgth  that 

1 6  niakess  sense  and,  alsD^  tliait  tiey  tev«:  eiKWgh,  efiif tKC^ 

1 7  md  &m    pneople  can  r^ach  lh,e  i^titions  stsly  from 
IE  dilTereat  ^ile^  that  are  afoiiisd  the  at^.  I  imm^  mw 

19  of  the  ¥ia^*  great  thiags  thai  ms  done  with  the  BAR.T 

20  sptem  aiotig  Marto  Sircct  -BAltT  ifid.  Mml  —  is  that 

21  llwM  are  so  msny  eratraneigi  srod  Ihc  .siPtiOTs  are  ksEtg 

22  that  people  mn  coreic  from  all  di  ffisPiMil  correetfoiis  and 

23  thci'c*§  rar«:iy,.  If cver-f  «JEfeMi»ti  a&  pec^k  enter 

24  thc.ge  stations  bsicay:^  Ihari;  ate  jiiatty  mt^  of  access. 

IS  I  had  a  qyestbti  alsiit  the  mouhi  of  time 

37 

I  this  wilole  proeeis  wiJl  take.  Six  years  soems  I  lie?:  a 
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2  long  Hmc.  There's  a  lol  to  tlo.  We  hope  dsat  it's 

3  wicl  I  planiK.'d  and  well  thought  cut  so  we  don't  have  to 

4  go  beyond  the  time  table  and  add  even  moi"^  io  the 

5  prujctled  cost, 

6  And  thete  were  coranients  about  the 

7  architectural  ami  cultural  appropriateness  of  the 

8  StatiotlS.  I  think  that's  very  important  to  address 

9  those. 

0  And,  also,  the  pmiection  for  businesses 

3  that  might  be  iticonvcnicnccd  or  dijipliiced  ~  hopef  ully 

2  not  displaced  —  during  the  conHtructiuii  process  is 

3  %'xri>- inipt^rtant 

4  And  I  think,  also,  that  this  h  S&nielllillg 

5  that  really  cuuld     ii  wajs  towards  making  people  less 

6  reliant  im  tarsi  -  at       in  that  particular  area  - 

7  bec4u&£  this  is  an  area  thai  laot  only  has  rcsidcms 

8  rnuviiie  thro  ugh  it,  but  therc's  a  lot  of  tourists,  a 

9  lot  ofvisjioffs  trom  ihroiighout  the  Bay  Area.  And, 

20  you  know,  I  think  the  ridcrship  figures  in  here  spuak 

2 1  to  the  amount  of  usage  tbis  area  jjctii. 

22  So  I'm  very  jiupportive  anJ,  hopefully,  we 
25  can  move  forward  as  soon  as  possible. 
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SF  PLANNING  COMMISSION  MBETOG  20«7-t  1  -IS  Coilrai  Subway  ?m 
PRESIDENT  ALEXANDER;  Ihmk  ym> 


CommiHsumer  Dili  Let*? 


38 


1  COMMISSIONER  BILL  LEE^  Yeah,  1  think  ite 

2  EIR  addK;sises  quite  a  lev-v  of  iJie  c wiceros  torn  the 

3  people  that  spcike  tcniay. 

4  Iliad  a  coiipii?  coumxmts, 

5  One  is  that  I  —  same  of  the  optlffns  witi 

6  probaliiy  force  out  rent-contTOiled  units.  And  tttat's 

7  a  conecm  for  me, 

8  rhc  other  idea  is  I  had  a  pressJi^iilMioM  by 

9  Mr,  John  Fufighi  yesterdii)'  in  franl  of  ttie  Cftn vmtion 

10  Visitors  jBurem  legardinjg  issues  of  CHMistil.3Ct5oK 

1 1  abovcgraand.  ITiey  are  guing  to  bore  at  kast  50  feet 

12  belowi4jt)unti.  Sii  I  think  tliepe  will  be  minlmai  lypcs  rf 

1 3  tlisiniptiiMi,  except  ttie  eotrarteeway  m4  xfm  exits  tbei-e. 

14  I  think  the  ciiiestiori  of  trmnsferability  i^ 

1 5  aii  mm    where  yoti  gief  oif,  wlnnpe  yon  get  ars. 

1 6  One  of  ihc  ctmsidcr^icHis  Ml upE  stsmild  kmk 

17  at  is  thut  ycm  wait  to  hmx  underf/ound  stores.  Tliose 
I  $  stores  wi  II  displace  ~  maybe      dtmM  have  first 

1 9  right  of  mfuwd  m  rent  uodergrowtid  &tOfes  when  people 

20  gel  un  und  ofTof  Mtiiii  tiiist  way. 
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SF  PLANNOslO  COMMISSION  MEETING  20074  M5  Ceiural  Subwa>'  ?m}cct 

2 1  What  we  did  with  i  lonie  Depot  I  don't  know  a 

22  i  f  w>ic  c<3uU  do  here,  of  first  rlglK  of  refusal,  first 

23  i^uuTce  hiring.  We  allocated  two  zip  codes  where  Home 

24  Depot  would  h^^-  to  give  first  right  of  refusal  few 

25  hiring.  1  dcm't  know  jf  wc  could  da  this  in  Chinatowii 

39 

1  or  iKiE  because  %e  do  thatj  we  may  leave  out  the  people 

2  like  MarlcDc  Tran  and  the  Vielnaniesi  Comniunity  Center 

3  down  in  the  jjoulheasi  p^l  of  towrt  Bui  1  tliink  w« 

4  should  strongly  constder  that. 

5  I  think  C  PA  and  CA  has  done  a  good  job  in 

6  iji^tling  people  hired.  I  know  tliie  Ping  Yyen,  a  lot 

7  of  bousing  people  are  lookisig  tor  jobs.  And  how  that 

8  relalca  with  the  cotistrwction.  worlc^  ajid  tidudng  through 

9  the  carpenters  union  or  ihe  plumbers  is  something  we 

1 0  slioiild  look  aS  through  the  mayor's  office  and  the  work 

1 1  force  dlevelopm<?n,t. 

12  1  thijik.  all  in  all,  this  will  brinij.  closer 

1 3  different  pms  of  the  city,  and  I'm  vm'  hopeful  that, 

14  in  the  future,  we'll  go  to  Phase  Thiee  and  iiicksde  North 

15  Beach.  1  dim't  like  the  dernajcalioiJ  hetw^^n  Chinalowm 

1 6  and  North  Beaeli  there,  especially  Stockton  and  Columbas 

17  ajea. 
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IS 

19 
20« 
21 

23 
24 
25 

J 


SF  pr,AMNTNO  COMMISSION  MEETING  IMJA 145  C&mi  Swbway  h 
PRESIDENT  ALHXANDSRR;  Thanlcytju. 

Commissioner  Sw^ajfm? 

COMNISSIDNEI  SUGAYA:  Thank  ymi 

Since  this  is  a  bearing  on  the  EIS  and  EIR,  i 
will  mmfim  my  comawtiis  u>  the  EIS  and  EIR  artd  fnot  tte 
pr«ject. 


4 
5 

7 

n 

m 
it 

i2 
13 
14 


I  believe,  on  a  mi|ulaf  mm&^  there  m 

sijrrsc  ttiadequacies  m  the  ti»atm©iJl  dI  inipicts  to 

40 

kts-ltiric  rejoiirees  witEitn  the  APE  tiMf*ss  been  cleflnect, 
I'll  siibmit  same  conim-ents  In  racire  cieftil  with  ms^t 
to  this  ptrtictilaf  i^^sm  m\4  provide  some  other  examples 
i'mm  EIRs  lliM  Imve  deail  with  Ms  in  a  iiltlc  hit  more 
detailed  feskioH. 

PRESIMNTALEXANOER:  Thank  ytm, 
CommisslOTerE, 

COMMmmm  secretary  AVERY;:  wm  tMU  tkls 
ilciri  m  eotKliKled. 
Thaiik  y€m. 

(OITtlie  mcm4  at  4:27  p..iii.). 


PH-64 
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SF  PLAKKINO  COMMISSrON  MnHTlNG  20Q7-I  UI5  Ceiilial  Subway  Frojcci 

15 
16 
17 
IS 
19 
20 

n 

23 
24 


1  STATE  OF  CALIFORNIA)  SS. 

2  I  do  hereby  certif>'  tliat  the  hearing  was  held  at 

3  the  time  aiid  place  therein  stated;  that  the  staiemcnts 

4  made  were  reported  by  me.  a  ccititicd  shorthand 

5  I'eportei"  and  disintci  cstcd  person,  and  were,  under  my 

6  supervision^  tlicicaftcr  tranjicri  hcd  intn  typcvvriinug, 

I  AtKi  T  farther  certify  that  I  am  rtot  of  cotirisel  or 
$  attorney  for  cither  i>r  any  u-f  the  participants  in  said 

9  hearing  nor  in  any  way  personally  interested!  or  involved 

10  in  the  matters  therein  discussed. 

I I  IN  WITNESS  WIIHREOF.  1  have  hereunto  .scl  my  hand 

Pisy.e  47 
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SF  PLAKKIING  COMMISSION  MKri  iNO  20D7-i  M  5  Ceulral  Mmay  ?wm 
12  and  affixed  mv      of  tjEIice  this  27lh  diiv  of  November, 

U  2007. 

14 

15 

17  VALERIB  E  JENSEN 

U  CcnIfM  Slmnhm4  Kcixjrtcr 

19 


2J 
22 
23 
24 
25 

0 
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Wells  Whitney,  Renew  SF 
PH-1 

Comment  in  support  of  the  SEIS/SEIR  is  noted. 

Tony  Gantner,  North  Beach  Merchants  Association 
PH-2 

Support  for  the  Central  Subway  Project  and  for  a  fifth  station  in  North  Beach  is  noted.  See  Response  to 
Comment  AA-1  for  a  fiiU  discussion  of  project  history  and  how  the  northern  project  boundary  was 
established  at  Jackson  Street.  The  future  extension  of  rail  service  to  North  Beach  would  be  facilitated  by 
the  North  Beach  Construction  Variant  tunnel  construction,  but  a  North  Beach  extension  and  station  would 
be  the  subject  of  a  ftiture  independent  analysis. 

PH-3 

The  potential  disruption  associated  with  the  construction  of  the  North  Beach  Construction  Variant  tunnel 
is  discussed  in  Chapter  6.0,  Construction  Methods,  Impacts,  and  Mitigation  Measures.  As  stated  on  page 
6-58  construction  of  the  tunnel  excavation  shaft  would  occur  in  Columbus  Avenue  and  would  not  disrupt 
Washington  Park  directly,  but  construction-related  noise,  dust,  and  vibration  would  temporarily  affect  the 
park  users.  Mitigation  measures  for  these  impacts  are  outlined  in  Sections  6.14  and  6.15. 

Stephen  Taber,  SPUR 
PH-4 

Support  for  the  Central  Subway  Project  and  the  SEIS/SEIR  is  noted. 
PH-5 

Ease  of  transfers  is  an  important  consideration  in  the  planning  of  the  Central  Subway  Project,  particularly 
at  the  Union  Square/Market  Street  Station  that  would  have  a  direct  connection  to  the  Powell  Street 
BART/Muni  Metro  Station.  See  Responses  to  Comments  C2/C3  and  AA-29  for  a  discussion  of  how 
transfers  would  be  accommodated. 

PH-6 

The  platforms  and  station  access  points  have  been  designed  to  meet  projected  ridership  and  also  to  handle 
maximum  loads  in  the  event  of  an  emergency.  See  Response  to  Comment  AB-4  for  capacity  issues 
unique  to  the  Union  Square/Market  Street  Station  and  its  relationship  to  the  Powell  Street  BART/Muni 
Metro  Station. 
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David  Chiu,  Small  Business  Commission  and  Central  Subway  CAG 
PH-7 

Comments  in  support  of  the  SEIS/SEIR  and  of  the  Central  Subway  Project  are  noted. 
PH-8 

See  Responses  to  Comments  A-4  and  AL-2  for  a  discussion  of  the  relocation  process  and  relocation 
assistance  (including  rental  or  property  leasing  assistance)  to  businesses  displaced  by  the  project.  The 
federally  required  Uniform  Relocation  Assistance  and  Real  Property  Acquisition  Policies  Act  of  1970 
(Public  Law  91-646)  and  the  State  of  California  Relocation  Act  contain  specific  requirements  that  govern 
the  manner  in  which  property  can  be  acquired  for  public  use.  Adherence  to  the  state  and  federal  laws  is 
designed  to  ensure  just  compensation  for  all  acquired  properties  and  to  minimize  adverse  impacts  on  the 
affected  property  owners. 

PH-9 

See  Response  to  Comment  AA-34.  Potential  changes  to  transit  routes  during  construction  of  the  Central 
Subway  Project  are  described  in  Section  6.3  of  the  SEIS/SEIR.  The  potential  transit  detour  routes  have 
not  yet  been  identified,  however,  the  intent  would  be  to  minimize  the  out  of  direction  travel  from  the 
existing  bus  corridor  if  a  detour  is  required,  therefore  such  detours  are  likely  to  fall  within  the  study  area 
boundaries. 

As  the  project  moves  into  final  design  in  the  next  two  years  following  project  approvals,  SFMTA  would 
work  closely  with  the  conrniunities/neighborhoods  along  the  alignment  to  assess  required  bus  line  detours 
or  schedule  changes.  Any  necessary  route  changes  would  be  communicated  to  transit  users  well  in 
advance  of  implementation. 

Marlene  Tran,  Visitacion  Valley  Agents  Alliance 
PH-10 

Comment  in  support  of  the  Central  Subway  Project  and  the  connection  between  Visitacion  Valley  and 
Chinatown  is  noted.  The  9X  bus  route  will  be  retained  when  the  Central  Subway  service  is  initiated.  The 
frequencies  of  the  surface  bus  routes  may  be  modified  to  reflect  the  shift  of  passengers  from  buses  to  the 
rail  line.  See  Response  to  Conament  J-2  regarding  the  retention  of  surface  bus  lines. 

Bonnie  Shiu,  Visitacion  Valley  Parent  Association 
PH-11 

See  Response  to  Comment  J-2.  Surface  bus  line  service  will  remain  though  the  frequencies  of  the  surface 
bus  routes  may  be  adjusted  to  reflect  the  shift  in  ridership  to  the  rail  line. 


Central  Subway  Final  SEIS/SEIR  -  Volume  II 


4-51 


4.0:  PUBLIC  HEARING  COMMENTS  AND  RESPONSES 


Ken  Nim,  Visitacion  Valley  Community  Development  Corporation  • 
PH-12 

Support  for  project  is  noted. 
PH-13 

Design  and  construction  of  the  Central  Subway  Project  (Alternative  3B,  LP  A)  would  generate  an 
estimated  $188  million  in  professional  services  and  labor  contracts  and  would  provide  temporary 
employment  opportunities  for  the  City  and  region,  which  would  be  considered  a  beneficial  impact. 
SFMTA  would  advertise  contract  opportunities  in  local  newspapers,  including  the  Chinese  papers,  to  alert 
the  local  contractors  to  opportunities  to  bid  on  contracts.  SFMTA  will  also  work  with  the  City  Build  pre- 
apprentice  training  program  and  with  CCDC  to  provide  advance  notice  to  community-based 
organizations,  including  local  unions,  to  encourage  local  contractors  to  bid  on  work. 

Wayne  Hu-Chinese  Chamber  of  Commerce 
PH-14 

Support  for  project  noted,  and  concern  for  small  businesses  noted. 
PH-15 

See  Response  to  Comment  AL-2.  The  eight  small  businesses  displaced  by  the  Alternative  3B  transit- 
oriented  station  in  Chinatown  would  be  relocated  within  the  local  neighborhood,  and  business  owners 
would  be  provided  relocation  assistance  including  rental  or  property  leasing  assistance. 

Sabina  Chen,  Chinese  Culture  Foundation  of  San  Francisco 
PH-16 

Comment  noted  that  the  potential  loss  of  the  Hogan  and  Vest  building  at  933-949  Stockton  Street,  or  of 
the  Ning  Yuen  building  at  814-828  Stockton  Street,  would  not  affect  the  potential  eligibility  of 
Chinatown  as  a  Historic  District. 

The  Historic  Architectural  Resources  specialist  on  the  SEIS/SEIR  team  and  the  Landmarks  Preservation 
Advisory  Board  staff  are  in  the  process  of  consulting  with  the  State  Historic  Property  Office  (SHPO),  as 
part  of  the  Section  106  review  process,  to  issue  a  Finding  of  Effect  Report.  The  Finding  of  Effect  will  be 
the  final  determination  of  the  historic  significance  associated  with  the  removal  of  one  of  the  contributory 
buildings  in  Chinatown.  SFMTA  has  also  retained  the  services  of  an  architectural  firm  to  develop 
conceptual  layouts  for  the  proposed  stations  as  part  of  early  design  development,  and  will  include  the 
services  of  architectural  historians  to  work  with  architects  to  develop  a  station  exterior  that  compliments 
(would  not  distract  from)  the  historic  character  of  the  Chinatown  neighborhood.    See  Response  to 
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Comment  T-2  for  additional  mitigation  measure  proposed  to  ensure  compatibility  with  the  Chinatown 
cultural  character. 

PH-17 

See  Response  to  Comment  H-3  for  a  description  of  the  community  involvement  in  the  arts  program.  The 
request  for  the  Chinese  Culture  Center  to  serve  as  the  formal  community  liaison  with  the  San  Francisco 
Arts  Commission,  and  for  SFMTA  to  provide  funding  for  these  services,  is  outside  the  scope  of  the 
SEIS/SEIR,  but  could  be  considered  as  part  of  project  approvals.  There  are  no  enviroimiental  impacts 
related  to  the  arts  program. 

Ronnie  Rhoe,  Director  of  Community  Development,  Chinese  Affirmative  Action 
PH-18 

SFMTA  is  committed  to  outreach  to  the  communities  and  neighborhoods  along  the  Central  Subway 
Corridor  prior  to  and  during  construction  to  inform  residents  and  businesses  of  the  project  schedule  and 
job/contracting  opportunities  related  to  the  project.  This  will  include  public  outreach  in  both  English  and 
in  Chinese.  SFMTA  will  work  with  City  Build  to  encourage  the  development  of  information  to  English 
learner  trainees  about  job  opportunities  that  will  be  advertised  for  the  Central  Subway  Project. 

Guang  Wu  Clien,  Ping  Yuen  Resident  Improvement  Association 
PH-19 

Support  for  the  project  is  noted. 
PH-20 

The  request  for  advance  notice  of  construction  activities  to  the  low-income  housing  project  is  noted. 
SFMTA  will  provide  periodic  updates  to  the  community  along  the  Central  Subway  Corridor  (Stockton 
Street  between  Market  Street  and  Jackson  Street)  about  the  project,  and  about  the  schedule  for 
construction  activities.  Information  will  be  provided  in  both  Chinese  and  in  English  in  newsletters,  on  the 
project  web  site,  and  in  local  newspapers.  Notices  will  be  posted  along  the  corridor  one  month  prior  to 
start  of  construction  to  alert  residents  and  businesses  to  parking  displacement  next  to  the  station  site. 
Environmental  compliance  monitoring  during  construction  will  ensure  that  noise,  dust,  and  storm  water 
impacts  are  minimized  in  accordance  with  the  mitigation  measures  in  the  SEIS/SEIR.  Pedestrian  safety 
measures  (construction  fencing,  barriers,  and  posted  safe  passageways)  will  be  implemented  during 
construction,  and  will  be  monitored  by  SFMTA. 


Central  Subway  Final  SEIS/SEIR  -  Volume  II 


4-53 


4.0:  PUBLIC  HEARING  COMMENTS  AND  RESPONSES 


Anna  Chang,  on  behalf  of  Deng  Hing  Zhi,  Community  Tenants  Association 
PH-21 

Support  for  the  project  is  noted. 
PH-22 

Timely  notice  of  start  of  construction  is  requested.  See  Response  to  Comment  PH-20. 

Doreen  Der-McLeod,  Executive  Director  of  Donaldina  Cameron  House 
PH-23 

Support  for  the  project  is  noted.  Community  information  related  to  opportunities  for  small  businesses  and 
job  opportunities  will  be  available  in  local  newspapers,  the  Central  Subway  newsletter,  and  the  project 
web  site  prior  to  and  during  construction  (see  Response  to  Comment  PH-20). 

Leon  Chow,  Chair  of  the  San  Francisco  Chinese  Progressive  Association 
PH-24 

Support  for  the  SEIS/SEIR  is  noted.  Opportunities  for  immigrant  workers  and  displaced  businesses  will 
be  part  of  the  community  outreach  program  (see  Response  to  Comment  PH-20). 

Cynthia  Joe,  Presbyterian  Church  of  Chinatown 
PH-25 

Support  for  station  at  933-949  Stockton  Street  (Alternative  3B)  is  noted. 
PH-26 

A  preliminary  shadow  analysis  has  been  conducted  for  the  station  building  outhne  (assuming  maximum 
height  and  bulk)  at  Stockton  and  Washington  Streets  to  show  the  maximum  new  shadows  on  the  Gordon 
Lau  Elementary  School  schoolyard,  the  Methodist  Church  across  Washington  Street,  from  the  proposed 
station  and  the  adjacent  Presbyterian  Church  on  Stockton  Street.  (See  Appendix  K  of  the  SEIS/SEIR). 
Shadows  on  the  south  wall  of  the  Methodist  Church,  from  the  proposed  Chinatown  Station,  would  occur 
in  the  morning  and  early  afternoon  hours  during  winter  months  (December  21),  but  not  during  other  times 
of  day  or  months  of  the  year.  Shadows  would  occur  on  the  eastern  edge  of  the  Gordon  Lau  Elementary 
School  playground  in  the  morning  hours  and  at  noon  during  all  seasons  of  the  year  and  during  the  winter 
months  (December  21)  in  the  afternoon.  There  would  be  no  additional  shadows  cast  on  the  Presbyterian 
Church  from  the  proposed  Chinatown  Station  based  on  the  preliminary  analysis. 

A  wind  study  was  not  conducted  because  a  building  height  of  65  feet  would  not  substantially  change 
existing  wind  patterns.  The  SEIS/SEIR  assessed  the  potential  impacts  of  a  conceptual  design,  or  building 
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envelop,  for  the  station  that  considers  full-build  out  of  the  site.  The  final  architectural  design  for  the 
transit-oriented  station  would  be  developed  in  coordination  with  the  Chinatown  community,  including  the 
church.  Graduated  setbacks  would  be  considered  as  one  of  the  potential  measures  to  minimize  shading  or 
wind,  if  necessary. 

PH-27 

Residents  displaced  by  the  project  would  be  provided  relocation  assistance  and  would  be  relocated  in  the 
local  area,  if  possible.  If  the  new  transit-oriented  station  is  designed  to  include  replacement  housing  units 
(estimated  to  be  24  units  for  Alternative  3B)  that  would  increase  the  number  of  low-income  housing  units 
in  the  area. 

PH-28 

Vibration  and  potential  settlement  from  ground  disturbance  during  construction  is  addressed  in  Section 
6.10.2  of  the  SEIS/SEIR  on  page  6-90  and  6-91.  Provisions  such  as  concrete  diaphragm  walls  to  support 
the  excavation  and  instrumentation  to  monitor  settlement  and  deformation  would  be  used  to  ensure  that 
structures  adjacent  to  tunnel  alignment  are  not  affected  by  adjacent  and  nearby  excavations.  Rigorous 
geomechanical  instrumentation  will  be  used  to  monitor  ground  movement  during  construction. 
Equipment  used  for  underground  construction,  such  as  the  tuimel  boring  machines  and  mine  trains  could 
generate  vibration  levels  that  could  result  in  audible  ground-borne  noise  levels  at  the  surface  and  may 
cause  intrusive  low  level  vibration  above  the  tunnel.  Monitoring  during  construction  will  measure  the 
actual  noise  and  vibration  levels  within  and  outside  of  the  Church  and  will  provide  project-specific 
information  to  develop  additional  measures  to  minimize  impacts,  if  necessary.  Monitoring 
information/data  will  be  shared  with  church  representatives. 

PH-29 

Monitoring  during  construction  will  include  monitoring  for  rodents,  and  if  found  abatement  measures 
would  be  undertaken. 

PH-30 

Construction  activities  that  would  have  significant  noise  or  vibration  impacts  above  ground  would  be 
limited  during  evening  hours  and  during  weekends;  particularly  work  that  would  affect  Church  services 
on  Sundays  or  evening  school  sessions  when  background  noise  levels  are  lower  than  day-time 
background  levels. 
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David  Lee,  member  Presbyterian  Church  in  Chinatown 
PH-31 

Support  for  the  project  is  noted. 
PH-32 

See  Response  PH-26  above.  Final  architectural  design  will  consider  ways  to  minimize  changes  to  natural 
light  and  shading  from  the  transit-oriented  station  to  the  church. 

Ben  Lee,  President,  Chinatown  Photographic  Association 
PH-33 

Support  for  the  project  is  noted. 
PH-34 

The  point  that  Chinatown  is  a  'living  walking  museum'  is  noted.  The  Chinatown  community  and 
stakeholders  will  be  actively  involved  in  the  transit-oriented  development  at  the  station,  the  station  design, 
and  the  arts  program.  The  history  of  the  building  at  933-949  Stockton  Street  will  be  recorded  and 
preserved,  and  may  be  exhibited  in  the  station,  as  described  on  page  6-76. 

Joan  Wood,  North  Beach,  Telegraph  Hill  Dwellers,  Friends  of  Washington  Square 
PH-35 

Section  1.0  for  the  SEIS/SEIR  describes  the  Purpose  and  Need  and  Project  Goals  and  Objectives  for  the 
Central  Subway  Project.  SFMTA's  objective  for  the  proposed  Project  is  to  complete  the  second  phase  of 
the  Third  Street  Light  Rail  Project  and  provide  transit  improvements  in  the  Central  Subway  Corridor.  The 
project  limits  of  the  Central  Subway  Corridor  (and  stations)  were  set  at  Jackson  Street  in  Chinatown  as 
part  of  the  Third  Street  Light  Rail  Project  definition  for  the  1998  FEIS/FEIR.  This  is  a  supplemental 
environmental  document  that  tiers  off  of  the  original  1998  environmental  document  and  focuses  on  the 
second  phase  of  the  project.  Existing  surface  congestion  in  Chinatown  and  in  Downtown  San  Francisco 
make  service  reliability  for  existing  buses  (9-San  Bruno,  30-Stockton,  and  45 -Union/Stockton)  that 
connect  with  other  transit  lines  unreliable  with  extended  wait  times  and  slow  operating  speeds.  A  subway 
system  into  the  heart  of  Chinatown  will  provide  reliable  transit  service  and  improved  connections  to  other 
parts  of  the  City. 

PH-36 

The  northern  limit  of  the  Central  Subway  to  the  vicinity  of  Jackson  Street  is  consistent  with  the 
previously  approved  project  definition  and  is  not  meant  to  define  the  limits  of  Chinatown.  The  North 
Beach  Tunnel  Construction  Variant,  described  on  page  2-33  of  the  SEIS/SEIR  is  a  construction  variant 
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that  was  added  to  the  environmental  review  to  minimize  impacts  from  construction  in  the  heavily 
congested  Stockton  Street  area  of  the  station.  The  purpose  of  the  temporary  shaft  would  be  for  removal 
of  the  tunnel  boring  machine,  and  possible  delivery  of  materials  for  the  Chinatown  Station. 

The  North  Beach  Neighborhood  has  been  invited  by  SFMTA  to  identify  a  representative  to  join  the 
Community  Advisory  Group  (CAG)  for  the  Central  Subway.  Representative  of  the  Telegraph  Hill 
Dwellers  (F.  Joseph  Butler  and  Vedica  Puri)  are  on  the  project  mailing  list  for  newsletters  and  project 
updates.  Friends  of  Washington  Square  have  been  added  to  the  project  mailing  list. 

PH-37 

The  construction  shaft  would  be  open  for  about  six  months  during  construction,  and  otherwise  would  be 
covered  with  decking.  Impacts  of  the  TBM  retrieval  shaft  are  addressed  under  each  environmental  topic, 
as  the  last  part  of  the  impact  discussion  for  Alternatives  3A  and  3B.  Transit  impacts  of  the  temporary 
construction  retrieval  shaft  are  addressed  on  pages  6-35  and  6-36  of  the  SEIS/SEIR.  While  two  travel 
lanes  would  remain  open  along  Coliimbus  Avenue,  the  30-Stockton  and  the  45 -Union/Stockton  bus 
overhead  trolley  wires  would  need  to  be  temporarily  relocated  to  acconmiodate  continued  transit 
operations.  The  41 -Union  and  Coit  Tower  lines,  which  run  on  Union  Street,  and  the  9X-San  Bruno 
would  not  be  affected. 

PH-38 

Dirt  from  excavation  of  the  temporary  shaft  would  be  removed  by  truck  during  excavation,  and  would  not 
be  stockpiled  in  the  park.  Haul  routes  are  described  on  page  6-25  (an  estimated  five  trucks  per  day  over  a 
six  month  period)  and  would  travel  southeast  on  Columbus  to  Broadway  and  east  on  Broadway. 

Cindy  Wu  on  behalf  of  Chi-Hsin  Shao,  representing  Yerba  Buena  Alliance 
PH-39 

Support  for  project  is  noted,  especially  revised  alignment  from  Third  Street  to  Fourth  Street  which  will 
benefit  Muni  riders  who  live,  work  and  shop  in  Chinatown. 

PH-40 

The  requested  change  in  the  name  of  the  proposed  Moscone  Station  to  Yerba  Buena  Garden  Station  will 
be  considered  by  the  SFMTA  Board  when  the  project  comes  before  them  for  adoption  (anticipated  in  late 
Summer  2008). 
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April  Vernanocion,  South  of  Market  community  Action  Network 
PH-41 

Support  for  improved  transit  for  low-income  families  and  for  seniors  is  noted.  Figure  E-9  on  page  E-28 
of  Appendix  E  in  the  SEIS/SEIR  shows  traffic  during  construction  being  routed  to  Fifth  Street,  not  Sixth 
Street  for  Alternative  3B.  Prior  to  final  design,  the  SFMTA  would  work  with  the  local  community  to 
develop  temporary  transportation  system  management  (TSM)  measures  along  detour  routes  to  minimize 
traffic  congestion.  Also  when  detours  are  initially  implemented,  traffic  control  police  would  monitor 
critical  intersections  for  corrective  action. 

PH-42 

Provision  of  low-income  housing  could  be  part  of  the  proposed  future  transit-oriented  development  above 
the  stations. 

PH-43 

The  Planning  Commission  did  not  take  action  to  extend  the  public  comment  period.  The  close  of 
comments  for  the  Draft  SEIS/SEIR  was  December  10,  2007  as  originally  advertised. 

Ernestine  Weiss 
PH-44 

Support  for  project  is  noted. 

Pauline  Peel,  Bay  View  District  and  CAG  member 
PH-45 

Central  Subway  will  provide  good  connectivity  to  the  Bay  View  and  Visitacion  Valley.  Public  outreach 
will  be  maintained  throughout  the  final  design  and  construction  phases  of  the  Central  Subway  Project. 

Inna  Chen-  Youth  Group  Adopt  An  Alleyway 
PH-46 

Support  for  project  is  noted. 
PH-47 

The  Chinatown  community  through  CCDC  and  other  planned  outreach  will  continue  to  be  actively 
involved  in  the  planning,  final  design,  and  construction  phases  of  the  project.  SFMTA  will  work  with  the 
community  to  minimize  impacts.  An  independent  environmental  compliance  monitor  will  be  retained 
during  construction  to  ensure  that  noise,  dust,  runoff,  traffic  disruption  is  minimized  and  mitigated. 
Monitoring  reports  will  be  made  available  to  the  public  to  provide  input  to  compliance  conditions. 
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PH-48 

See  Response  to  Comment  H-3  for  discussion  pertaining  to  involvement  of  the  community  in  the  arts 
program.  Youth,  like  other  members  of  the  community  would  be  actively  encouraged  to  participate.  A 
special  Youth  Arts  Program  was  undertaken  for  the  T-Third  Light  Rail  Line;  where  temporary  art  exhibits 
by  youth  were  displayed  for  a  five-month  period.  A  similar  program  could  be  undertaken  in  conjunction 
with  the  Central  Subway  Project. 

Commissioner  Antonini 
PH-49 

Expressed  support  for  the  Central  Subway  Project  and  Alternative  3B. 
PH-50 

See  Response  to  Comment  AA-1  for  a  full  discussion  of  project  history  and  how  the  northern  project 
boimdary  was  established  at  Jackson  Street.  The  future  extension  of  rail  service  to  North  Beach  would  be 
facilitated  by  the  North  Beach  Construction  Variant  tuimel  construction,  but  a  North  Beach  extension  and 
station  would  be  the  subject  of  a  future  independent  analysis. 

PH-51 

Support  for  an  exclusive  right-of-way  for  the  Central  Subway  is  noted. 
PH-52 

Ease  of  transfers  is  an  important  consideration  in  the  planning  of  the  Central  Subway  Project,  particularly 
at  the  Union  Square/Market  Street  Station  that  would  have  a  direct  connection  to  the  BART/Muni  Metro 
Powell  Street  Station.  See  Responses  to  Comments  C2/C3  and  AA-29  for  a  discussion  of  how  transfers 
would  be  accommodated. 

PH-53 

The  platforms  and  station  access  points  have  been  designed  to  meet  projected  ridership  and  also  to  handle 
maximum  loads  in  the  event  of  an  emergency.  See  Response  to  Comment  AB-4  for  capacity  issues 
unique  to  the  Union  Square/Market  Street  Station  and  its  relationship  to  the  BART/Muni  Metro  Powell 
Street  Station. 

PH-54 

The  construction  period  for  Alternative  3B  would  last  approximately  5.5  years  and  would  require  an 
extensive  coordination  effort  among  city  agencies,  BART,  Caltrans,  the  TJPA,  and  community  business 
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and  neighborhood  organizations  to  minimize  impacts  and  delays.  See  Response  to  Comment  AA-3 1  for 
references  to  the  construction  impacts  and  construction  management  approach. 

PH-55 

See  Response  to  Comment  PH-26  for  discussion  of  how  design  of  the  station  sites  would  be  undertaken  to 
ensure  integration  of  the  new  buildings  into  the  neighborhood  character.  Additional  mitigation  language 
has  also  been  added  to  ensure  compatibility  with  the  cultural  character  of  Chinatown  (see  Response  to 
Comment  T-2). 

PH-56 

See  Responses  to  Comments  A-4  and  AL-2  for  a  detailed  discussion  of  the  required  procedures  to 
minimize  the  impact  to  displaced  businesses  and  residents.  Alternative  3B  would  result  in  the 
displacement  of  eight  businesses  and  17  residential  units  in  Chinatown  and  one  business  at  the  Moscone 
Station.  Chapter  6.0  of  the  SEIS/SEIR  outlines  the  potential  construction  impacts  and  recommended 
mitigation  measures  to  minimize  the  construction-related  impacts. 

PH-57 

Comment  supporting  the  Central  Subway  Project  and  the  potential  for  increasing  the  transit  mode  share  is 
noted. 

Commissioner  Bill  Lee 
PH-58 

Concern  regarding  the  potential  loss  of  affordable  housing  units  is  noted.  As  noted  in  the  mitigation 
measures  for  each  of  the  alternatives  on  pages  6-52  through  6-54,  redevelopment  of  the  station  sites  in 
Chinatown  with  affordable  housing  is  recommended  to  minimize  the  impact  of  the  displacement  of 
existing  affordable  housing  units.  As  noted  in  Response  to  Comment  PH27,  the  number  of  replacement 
imits  would  likely  result  in  a  net  increase  of  affordable  housing  upon  completion  of  the  proposed  Central 
Subway  station  site  redevelopment. 

PH-59 

As  noted  in  Chapter  6.0,  the  use  of  a  tunnel  boring  machine  during  the  construction  of  the  subway  would 
reduce  the  surface  impacts  along  Fourth  Street  and  Stockton  Street  (see  pages  6-35). 

PH-60 

See  Responses  to  Comments  C2/C3  and  AA-29  for  a  discussion  of  how  transfers  would  be 
accommodated. 
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PH-61 

Underground  retail  is  not  proposed  as  part  of  the  Central  Subway  Project,  but  there  would  be 
opportunities  in  the  future  to  provide  connections  to  the  underground  stations. 

PH-62 

See  Responses  to  Comments  W-5  and  W-6  for  ensuring  that  local  residents  are  informed  of  job 
opportunities  associated  with  the  project. 

PH-63 

Comment  regarding  future  extension  of  the  rail  line  to  North  Beach  is  noted.  See  Response  to  Comment 
AA-1  for  a  full  discussion  of  project  history  and  how  the  northern  project  boundary  was  established  at 
Jackson  Street.  The  future  extension  of  rail  service  to  North  Beach  would  be  facilitated  by  the  North 
Beach  Construction  Variant  tunnel  construction,  but  a  North  Beach  extension  and  station  would  be  the 
subject  of  a  future  independent  analysis. 

Commissioner  Sugaya 
PH-64 

The  potential  impacts  on  historic  architectural  resources  are  discussed  in  Section  5.4.3  (operation 
impacts),  pages  5-21  to  5-25  and  6.7.2.1  (construction-related  impacts),  pages  6-72  to  6-82.  Additional 
mitigation  measures  have  been  added  to  this  section  to  provide  further  protection  of  historic  structures 
during  construction  in  response  to  comments  provided  by  the  Landmark  Preservation  Advisory  Board 
(see  Response  to  Comments  AH-4  and  AH-5).  No  further  comments  were  received  from  Mr.  Sugaya. 
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5.0     STAFF  INITIATED  TEXT  CHANGES 

This  chapter  contains  changes  to  the  text  of  the  SEIS/SEIR  that  were  determined  appropriate  by  the 
SEIS/SEIR  preparers  subsequent  to  publication  of  the  SEIS/SEIR.  These  changes  generally  clarify  text  in 
the  SEIS/SEIR  or  provide  updated  information.  The  changes  are  presented  by  chapter.  For  major  changes 
in  data,  explanations  of  the  changes  are  provided  below.  Minor  editing  changes,  such  as  spelling  or 
grammatical  corrections  have  not  specifically  been  noted  in  this  chapter,  but  are  included  in  Volvmie  1 .0, 
Final  SEIS/SEIR. 

There  are  eleven  major  changes  in  text  that  were  initiated  by  the  SEIS/SEIR  preparers.  These  are 
summarized  below. 

•  Operational  Plan  for  the  T-Third  -  Further  work  undertaken  by  the  SFMTA  staff  to  optimize 
the  transit  operating  plan  was  incorporated  into  the  analysis  completed  for  the  Central  Subway. 
This  required  changes  to  the  transit  operation  descriptions  as  well  as  cost  estimates  that  were  based 
on  the  revised  operations  plan. 

•  Travel  Demand  Forecasts  -  Since  the  preparation  of  the  Draft  SEIS/SEIR  was  initiated,  the  San 
Francisco  Transportation  Authority  has  updated  the  San  Francisco  CHAMP  travel  demand 
forecasting  model.  Model  inputs  such  as  travel  behavior  characteristics  and  modal  choice 
assumptions  were  revised;  greater  detail  was  added  to  the  model  zone  system;  and  the 
transportation  network  was  updated.  The  model  was  then  recalibrated  to  the  base  year.  With  the 
updated  inputs,  new  travel  demand  forecasts  were  generated  for  the  Central  Subway  Project  using 
the  refined  operational  plan  for  the  T-Third  line.  These  new  ridership  projections  showed  lower 
ridership  on  the  T-Third  line  and  on  the  Central  Subway  corridor  than  previously  reported. 

Use  of  the  updated  travel  demand  forecasts  brings  the  ridership  for  the  Final  SEIS/SEIR  into 
consistency  with  the  New  Starts  assumptions  from  the  2007  submission  to  FTA. 

The  SEIS/SEIR  has  been  revised  to  incorporate  the  new  assumptions  and  the  updated  daily  trip 
projections,  the  T-Third  and  Central  Subway  ridership,  and  the  modified  travel  times.  These  new 
projections  and  travel  time  results  were  also  incorporated  into  updated  project  Operations  & 
Maintenance  costs  and  cost-effectiveness  ratings  for  the  project. 

•  Traffic  Level  of  Service  -  The  traffic  level  of  service  analysis  was  also  updated  to  reflect  more 
refined  assumptions  on  signalization  and  traffic  operations  at  each  intersection.  This  resulted  in 
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changes  to  the  level  of  service  during  the  a.m.  peak  hour  of  analysis  and  changes  in  the  projected 
delays  for  the  p.m.  peak  hour. 

•  Parking  Updates  -  Additional  parking  counts  were  conducted  on  the  block  of  Stockton  Street 
between  Washington  and  Jackson  Streets,  where  the  Chinatown  Station  is  proposed  under 
Alternative  3B,  and  updates  were  provided  to  reflect  additional  parking  loss  on  Ellis  Street  to 
accommodate  expansion  of  the  existing  BART  station  access/egress  for  emergency  exiting.  In 
addition,  errors  in  the  parking  loss  summary  for  the  Fourth  Street  blocks  between  Townsend  and 
Bryant  Streets  were  corrected  for  the  semi-exclusive  and  mixed-flow  options  of  Alternative  3B. 

•  ClariHcation  of  Mezzanine  and  Concourse  levels  of  subway  stations  -  Text  was  revised 
throughout  the  document  to  clarify  the  distinction  between  the  concourse  (public  passenger  area) 
and  the  mezzanine  (non-public  areas  accommodating  staff  functions  and  equipment  storage) 
levels. 

•  Adoption  of  Alternative  3B  as  the  Locally  Preferred  Alternative  (LP A)  -  The  SFMTA  Board 
adopted  Alternative  3  A  as  the  Locally  Preferred  Alternative  in  June  2005  and  that  was  reflected  in 
the  Draft  SEIS/SEIR.  On  February  19,  2008,  the  SFMTA  Board  adopted  Alternative  3B  as  the 
LPA.  This  change  was  incorporated  into  the  FEIS/FEIR. 

•  Mitigation  Monitoring  and  Reporting  Program  -  A  Mitigation  Monitoring  and  Reporting 
Program  has  been  drafted  for  the  Project.  This  is  included  in  a  new  Appendix  I. 

•  Concurrence  of  "De  Minimis"  finding  from  Recreation  and  Parks  Commission  -  At  the 

February  2 1  meeting  of  the  San  Francisco  Recreation  and  Parks  Commission  they  concurred  with 
a  "de  minimis  finding  for  impacts  to  Union  Square  Park  for  Alternative  3B,  the  newly  selected 
Locally  Preferred  Alternative.  A  copy  of  Resolution  No.  0802-011,  dated  February  21,  2008  is 
included  in  a  new  Appendix  J. 

•  Text  Revisions  to  note  required  changes  to  Planning  Code  -  Section  8 12..  1.39b  of  the  San 
Francisco  Planning  Code  prohibits  demolitions  of  residences  in  Chinatown.  To  construct  the 
Chinatown  Station,  an  amendment  to  the  Planning  Code  would  be  required. 

•  Update  to  the  New  Starts  Process  -  FTA  has  requested  that  the  Final  SEIS/SEIR  include  an 
update  to  the  New  Starts  Process  which  is  included  in  Chapter  9.0. 

•  Final  SEIS/SEIR  Distribution  List  -  The  distribution  list  for  the  Final  SEIS/SEIR  has  been 
included  in  Chapter  1 1.0. 

None  of  these  changes  resulted  in  the  identification  of  new  significant  environmental  impacts. 
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The  proposed  text  changes  follow  by  Chapter  of  the  SEIS/SEIR.  Text  additions  are  noted  by  an  underline 
and  text  deletions  are  noted  by  a  strikcthrough. 

ABSTRACT 

Revisions  to  the  1998  EIS/EIR  Alternative  are  clarified  in  the  second  sentence,  second  paragraph: 

"These  changes  include:  a  new  double-track  segment  along  Fourth  and  Stockton  Streets 
between  Brannan  and  Market  Streets  as  an  alternative  to  use  of  Third,  Harrison,  Kearny, 
and  Geary  Streets;  extension  of  the  planning  horizon  year  from  2015  to  2030;  the  addition 
of  above  ground  ventilation  shafts  for  tunnel  segments  and  stations;  the  use  of  off-street 
access  to  stations;  a  deep  tunnel  under  Market  Street;  and  the  potential  extension  of  a 
construction  tunnel  to  the  north  end  of  the  Project  near  Washington  Square  under 
Columbus  Avenue  for  removing  the  tunnel  boring  machine." 

The  fourth  and  fifth  sentences  of  the  third  bullet,  Alternative  3B  description  are  revised  as  follows: 

"The  primary  entrance  to  the  Union  Square  station  for  Option  B  would  be  on  the  Geary 
Street  side  of  the  plaza  rather  than  the  Stockton  Street  side;  and  vent  shaftST-bwt  would  be 
in  the  Ellis/0 'Farrell  garage  rather  than  the  plaza,  minimizing  impacts  to  the  plaza-parig. 
The  Chinatown  Station  entrance  for  Option  B  would  be  located  on  the  west  side  of 
Stockton  Street  between  at  the  comer  of  Clay  and  Washington  Streets,  and  would  not 
affect  Willie  "Woo  Woo"  Wong  Playground." 

The  last  sentence,  last  paragraph  is  revised  as  follows: 

"Unavoidable  impacts  are  described  for:  traffic  at  Third  and  King,  Fourth  and  King, 
Fourth  and  Harrison,  and  Sixth  and  Braiman  Streets;  displacement  of  affordable  housing 
units;  and  for  prehistoric  archaeological  resources  during  construction  and  potential 
impacts  to  potentially  eligible  historic  architectural  buildings  and  Districts  in  the 
Chinatown  and  Union  Square  Station  areas  Historic  District.  Impacts  to  Section  4(f) 
properties  meet  the  criteria  for  a  "de  minimis"  impact  finding." 

PREFACE 

The  first  paragraph  and  the  first  sentence  of  the  second  paragraph  of  the  Preface  are  revised  as  follows: 

"This  Final  Supplemental  Environmental  Impact  Statement/Supplemental  Environmental 
Impact  Report  (SEIS/SEIR)  is  presented  in  two  volumes:  Volume  I  is  the  SEIS/SEIR  with 
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text  changes  resulting  from  responses  to  comments  on  the  Draft  SEIS/SEIR,  and  from  the 
Public  Hearing,  and  also  includes  Staff  Initiated  Changes  between  the  Draft  and  Final 
SEIS/SEIR.  Volume  II  includes  copies  of  all  comment  letters  on  the  Draft  SEIS/SEIR, 
copies  of  comment  forms  from  the  Public  Hearings,  and  the  transcript  from  the  Public 
Hearing.  Each  comment  letter  and  form  is  followed  by  responses  to  comments.  The  staff- 
initiated  text  changes  follow  by  Chapter  of  the  SEIS/SEIR.  Text  additions  are  noted  by  an 
underline  and  text  deletions  are  noted  by  a  strikethrough.  The  two  volumes  constitute  the 
Final  SEIS/SEIR. 

The  SEIS/SEIR  is  prepared  pursuant  to  the  requirements  of  both  the  National 
Enyironmental  Policy  Act  (NEPA)  and  the  California  Enyironmental  Quality  Act 
(CEQA)." 

The  following  text  is  added  to  the  end  of  the  second  paragraph,  last  page  of  the  Preface" 

"Concurrence  with  a  "de  minimis"  finding  for  impacts  to  Union  Square  Park  by  the 
Recreation  and  Parks  Commission  is  attached  as  Appendix  J.  This  satisfies  the  Section 
4(f)  requirement  for  the  Project." 

EXECUTIVE  SUMMARY 

The  last  sentence,  second  paragraph,  page  S-1  is  revised  as  follows: 

"...extension  of  the  planning  horizon  year  from  2015  to  2030;  the  addition  of  above 
ground  ventilation  shafts  for  tunnel  segments  and  stations;  the  use  of  off-street  access  to 
stations;  a  deep  turmel  under  Market  Street;  and  the  potential  extension  of  a  construction 
tunnel  under  Stockton  Street  and  Columbus  Avenue  to  the  north  end  of  the  Project  near 
Washington  Square  for  removing  the  Tunnel  Boring  Machine  (TBM)." 


Table  S-1,  page  S-5  is  revised  to  included  updated  ridership  projections  as  follows: 


2030  Weekday  Ridership  T-Third 

60.030  24,600 

89.790  76.300 

88.8'10  77.600 

99,230  76,600 

Line 

The  first  sentence,  last  paragraph,  page  S-5  is  revised  as  follows: 

"The  No  Project/TSM  Alternative  has  a  projected  weekday  ridership  of  60.030  24.600 
passengers  for  2030  on  the  T-Third  Line." 
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The  following  text  is  added  at  the  end  of  the  third  paragraph,  page  S-7: 

"Platform  lengths  would  be  approximately  250  feet  at  all  subway  stations." 
The  first  sentence,  first  paragraph,  page  S-8  is  reyised  as  follows: 

The  Enhanced  EIS/EIR  Alignment  has  a  projected  weekday  ridership  of  89,790  76,300 
passengers  for  the  year  2030  on  the  T-Third  Line. 

The  second  to  last  sentence,  second  paragraph,  page  S-8  is  reyised  as  follows: 

"It  would  continue  north  under  Fourth  and  Stockton  Streets  as  a  double-track  operation  to 
a  terminus  in  the  yicinity  of  Stockton  and  Jackson  Streets." 

The  first  sentence,  last  paragraph,  page  S-8  is  reyised  as  follows: 

"This  altematiye  was  selected  as  the  Locally  Preferred  Altematiye  (LPA)  by  the  MTA 
Board  at  its  meeting  of  June  7,  2005.  but  was  replaced  by  Altematiye  3B  as  the  LPA  by 
MTA  Board  action  on  February  19,  2008." 

The  first  sentence,  second  paragraph,  page  S-9  is  reyised  as  follows: 

"The  subway  station  platforms  would  be  500-250  feet  in  length  (compared  with  250  feet  in 
similar  to  Altematiye  2)  and  narrower  in  of  yarying  widths  and  but-would  accommodate 
twe-three  car  trains  using  high-floor  LRVs." 

The  first  sentence,  third  paragraph,  page  S-9  is  reyised  as  follows: 

"Altematiye  3A  has  a  projected  weekday  ridership  of  88,840  77,600  passengers  for  2030 
on" 

The  following  text  is  added  as  the  first  sentence,  fourth  paragraph,  page  S-9: 

"This  altematiye  was  selected  as  the  LPA  by  the  MTA  Board  on  Febmary  19,  2008, 
replacing  Altematiye  3A." 

The  following  text  is  added  to  the  end  of  the  fourth  paragraph,  page  S-9: 

"The  subway  platforms  would  be  200  feet  in  length  (compared  to  250  feet  in  Alternative 
3A)  and  26  feet  in  width  and  would  accommodate  two-car  trains  using  high-floor  LRVs. 
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The  first  sentence,  sixth  paragraph,  page  S-9  is  revised  as  follows:  • 

"Alternative  3B  has  a  projected  weekday  ridership  of  99,230  76,600  passengers  for  2030 
on  the  T-Third  Line." 

The  San  Francisco  Planning  Commission  ,  Department  of  Recreation  and  Parks,  and  San  Francisco  Board 
of  Supervisors  entries  in  Table  S-10  on  page  S-41  are  revised  as  follows: 


San  Francisco  Planning  Commission 

General  Plan  Review/Referral  for  all  aspects  of  project  which  occur 
in  public  rights-of-way,  and  amendments  to  appropriate  portions  of 
General  Plan,  Transportation  Element,  and  Planning  Code. 

San  Francisco  Department  of  Recreation  and  Parks 

Section  4(f)  "de  minimis"  approval.  Prop.  K  review  and  approval 
for  shadow  analysis.  Long-term  encroachment  permits  for  Union 
Square  plaza. 

San  Francisco  Board  of  Supervisors 

Approval  of  General  Plan  and  Planning  Code  amendments. 
Adoption  of  Redevelopment  Plan  amendments. 
Approval  of  property  acquisitions,  including  eminent  domain. 
Approvals  required  for  use  of  City  rights-of-way  and  Park  property. 

The  first  paragraph,  page  S-11  is  revised  as  follows: 

"Townsend  and  Brarman  Streets,  one  block  south  of  the  original  location,  with  a  single 
portal  remaining  on  Fourth  Street  between  Brannan  and  Bryant  Streets;  and,  (2)  a  double- 
track  portal  on  Fourth  Street  between  Townsend  and  Brannan  Streets  that  used  a  two-track 
alignment  via  Third,  Fourth,  Harrison,  Kearny,  Geary  Streets  and  Stockton  Streets.  The 
public  preference  was  for  a  double-portal  on  Fourth  Street.  Members  of  the  public  also 
suggested  a  Fourth  Street  alignment,  which  was  possible  using  a  deep  crossing  at 
Fourth/Stockton  and  Market  Streets." 

The  second  sentence,  second  paragraph,  page  S-11  is  revised  as  follows: 

"It  maintained  the  Chinatown  Station  on  Stockton  Street  in  the  vicinity  of  Clay  and 
Washington  Streets  at  Clay  Street,  combined  the  Union  Square/Market  Street  Stations 
with  northern  entries  in  the  vicinity  of  Union  Square  and  southern  entries  using 
BART/Muni  Metro  Powell  Street  Station  entrances;  and  relocated  the  Moscone  Station  to 
Fourth  Street  between  Howard  and  Folsom  Streets." 

The  last  two  sentences,  last  paragraph,  page  S-1 1  are  revised  as  follows: 
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"After  the  publication  of  the  NOP  in  June  2005,  a  Fourth/Stockton  Alignment  Option  B 
was  developed  based  on  public  inputs  and  design  studies  and  to  reduce  the  costs  of  the 
Project.  This  option  reduced  the  size  of  the  stations  and  provided  new  station  entrance 
options  for  Union  Square/Market  Street  and  a  new  station  location  and  entrance  options 
for  Chinatown.  On  February  19,  2008,  subsequent  to  pubhcation  of  the  Draft  SEIS/SEIR, 
the  MTA  Board  voted  to  replace  Alternative  3A  with  Alternative  3B  as  the  LPA." 

The  fourth  to  sixth  sentences,  first  paragraph,  page  S-12  are  revised  as  follows: 

"Muni's  total  LRV  fleet  size,  including  spares,  would  be  175  LRVs  though  the  peak 
demand  would  vary  from  127  130  139-142  LRVs  by  alternative.  The  diesel  bus  fleet 
would  remain  the  same  as  increase  by  23  buses  from  the  existing  condition  in  2030  for  all 
alternatives,  but  and  No  Project/TSM  fleets,  with  the  same  peak  demand  would  not 
change.  The  trolley  bus  fleet  would  remain  the  same  increase  by  five  buses  in  2030,  but 
peak  demand  would  be  reduced  by  six  trolleys  over  existing  conditions  and  by  eleven 
trolleys  over  No  Project/TSM  with  the  Project." 

Table  S-2,  page  S-12  is  revised  as  follows: 
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TABLE  S-2 


ANNUAL  OPERATING  STATISTICS 


Alternative 

Peak 
Headways 
9-XLine^ 

Diesel/Trolley 
Peak  Demand 
(Svstcmwidc  Fleet 
size) ' 

Total  Annual 
Diesel/Trolley 

Bus  Hours 
(Systemwide) ' 

Peak 
Headways 
T-Third^ 

LRV  Fleet  Peak 
Demand^ 

Fleet  size)^- 

Total 
Annual  LRV 
Car  Hours 
T-Line 
(Systemwide) 

Existing  (2007) 
T-Third 

5  minutes 

377  (49^-473) 
diesel  buses; 
225  (m-33i) 
trolley  buses 

2,592,230 

9  minutes 

4-t^ll9 
(151)LRVs 

gQQ 

109^400 
(568,500) 
(570.200) 

No  Project/TSM 
(2030) 

5  minutes 

377  (495)  diesel 
buses; 

230  (^^336) 
trolley  buses 

2,622,030 

7  minutes 

439-137 
(171) 
LRVs 

80,100 
117.000 
(609,500) 
(602.700) 

Enhanced  EIS/EIR 
Alignment  (2030) 

5  minutes 

377  (495)  diesel 
buses; 

219(^^336) 
trolley  buses 

2,545,630 

5-6_minutes 

4^142 
(175)  LRVs 

83,900 
(591,200)* 
(621.800)^ 

Fourth/Stockton 
Alignment  Option  A 
(2030) 

5  minutes 

377  (495)diesel 
buses; 

2190^336) 
trolley  buses 

2,545,630 

5-6_minutes 

4^139 
(175)  LRVs 

78^ 
76,700 
(581,700^ 
(614.500)^ 

Fourth/Stockton 
Alignment  Option  B 
(2030) 

5  minutes 

377  (495)  diesel 
buses; 

219(^336) 
trolley  buses 

2,545,630 

5-6_minutes 

4^140 
(175)  LRVs 

78,000 
(590,100)* 
(615.900)^ 

Notes:   '  Source  for  2007  bus  equipment  demand  and  bus  hours  is  the  Muni  2006-2025  Short  Range  Transit  Plan,  December 
2005  and  Dan  Rosen.  MTA.  Mav  2007.  Revised  Dan  Rosen.  MTA.  January  2008. 
^  Headway  refers  to  the  time  between  transit  vehicles  on  a  given  line. 

^  Assumes  one-car  trains  operating  in  the  peak  for  the  Central  Subwav  on  both  the  long  and  short  lines  and  two  car  trains 
on  the  verv  short  line. 

The  last  sentence,  last  paragraph,  page  S-12  is  revised  as  follows: 

"Site-specific  detailed  conceptual  engineering  was  used  to  develop  capital  costs  for  the 
proposed  stations." 

The  second  to  last  sentence,  first  paragraph,  page  S-13  is  revised  as  follows: 

"Escalation  factors  were  applied  to  the  Project  costs  to  account  for  reeen^escalation  trends 
experienced  in  major  transportation  infrastructure  projects  to  arrive  at  2007  Year-of- 
Expenditure  (YOE)  costs." 

The  third  paragraph,  page  S-14  is  revised  as  follows: 

"Table  S-4  summarizes  the  total  annual  operating  and  maintenance  costs  for  the  Muni 
system,  broken  out  by  vehicle  type,  for  each  alternative." 
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Table  S-4,  page  S-14  is  revised  as  follows: 


TABLE  S-4 

OPEAR.\TING  OPERATING  AND  MAINTENANCE  COST  SUMMARY 
(MILLIONS  $  /  YEAR  OF  OPERATING  EXPENSES) 


No  Project 

Alternative  2 

Alternative  3A 

Alternative  3B 

2016 

$707.9  $852.61 

$693.1  $852.73 

$693.0  $849.65 

$693.2  $849.91 

2030 

$1,H5.9 

$1,122.3 

$1,121.7 

$1,122.1 

$1,261,49 

$1,262.13 

$1,257.77 

$1,258.31 

Increment  Over  No  Project/TSM 

2016 

N/A 

($113)  $0.11 

($119)  ($2.96) 

($117)  ($3.20) 

2030 

N/A 

($23.6)  $0.64 

($212)  ($3.72) 

($23.8)  ($3.18) 

Source:  MTA.  Mav  2007  AECQM  Consult  Inc.  April.  2008. 

The  first  and  third  sentences,  last  paragraph,  page  S-14  are  revised  as  follows: 

"Table  S-5  presents  the  existing  and  2030  weekday  transit  ridership  estimates  for  the 
corridor.  Currently  about  92,870  person  trips93, 300  transit  trips  are  made  in  the  Corridor 
each  weekday. .  .By  2030,  it  is  estimated  that  transit  ridership  would  increase  to 
somewhere  between  117,150142,600  and  162,610145,200  passengers  in  the  Corridor 
depending  on  the  Alternative." 

Table  S-5,  page  S-15  is  revised  as  follows  to  reflect  the  updated  ridership  projections  for  the  Central 
Subway  Project. 

The  last  sentence,  first  paragraph,  page  S-15  is  revised  as  follows  to  reflect  updated  ridership  projections. 

"The  introduction  of  light  rail  in  exclusive  or  semi-exclusive  in  the  Central  Subway 
Corridor  would  reduce  the  travel  times  for  Muni  patrons  to  between  570-4.6  and  7.0 
minutes  as  noted  for  the  Build  Alternatives." 
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TABLE  S-5 

ESTIMATED  WEEKDAY  TRANSIT  RIDERSHIP 


EXISTING  AND  2030  CONDITIONS 


T  RT/RTT^  T  TNF 

f{\(\(\ 
^uuu 

2030  NO 

1  rvUJ  ILiK^  III  alVl 

2030  ENHANCED 
EIS/EIR 

AL,Hjl>llVItyl>l  1 

2030  FOURTH  / 
STOCKTON 
ALIGNMENT 

STOCKTON 
ALIGNMENT 
OPTION  B 

CORRIDOR 
BOARDINGS 

RAIL 

T  Long  Line' 

n/a 

60,030  24,600^ 

59.71014.500 

60.670  15.800 

65.830  14.900 

T  Short  iLine 

n/a 

n/a 

30.080  18.900 

28.170  19.000 

35^400-18.900 

T-Third  Very  Short  Line 

n/a 

n/a 

12.900 

12.800 

12.800 

Subtotal 

60,030  24,600 

89,790  76.300 

88,«40  77.600 

^^9.330-76,600 

BUS 

Line  15^ 

31,130  28,300 

n/a 

n/a 

n/a 

n/a 

■^0  S^^O  ''^  000 

■^0  700  "^00 

"^0  7(^0  ^0  900 

T/i  770  Tl  ^00 

Lines  30,  45  ^ 

52.120  54,400 

57,860  76.600 

43t030  46.600 

12.51014.800 

Subtotal 

87,420  99,600 

68.900 

73.270  65.600 

63,060  66,000 

TOTAL  IN 
CORRIDOR: 

92,870 
93.300 

147,450 
124,200 

162,610 
145,200 

162,110 
143.200 

162,290 
142.600 

Increase  Over  Existing: 

0 

54,580-30,900 

69,740-51,900 

69,24049,900 

69,420-49,300 

Increase  Over  No 
Project/TSM: 

0 

0 

15.160  21.000 

11.660  19.000 

11.810  18.400 

Notes:      '    Central  Subways  T-Third  long-  line  to  Visitacion  Valley,  aR4-T-Third  short-line  to  1 8*  and  Third  Streets,  and  T-Third 
very  short  line  to  Fourth  and  Townsend  Streets.. 
^    Line  1 5-Third  shifts  to  9X  San  Bruno. 
^    45  Extended  into  Mission  Bay 
n/a  Not  Applicable 

Ridership  is  defined  as  the  number  of  passengers  boarding. 
Source:  San  Francisco  Model,  January  2007.  Revised  2008. 

The  first  through  third  paragraphs,  page  S-16  and  continuing  on  page  S-17  are  revised  as  follows: 

"In  2030,  under  the  No  Project/TSM  Alternative  three  of  the  five  Study  Area  intersections 
(ThirdFourth/King  Streets,  Fourth  Harrison  Streets,  and  Sixth/Brannan  Streets)  would 
operate  at  LOS  E  or  F  in  the  a.m.  and  p.m.  peak  hour  and  three  intersections  (Third/King 
Streets,  Fourth/King  Streets,  and  Sixth/Brannan  Streets)  would  operate  at  LOS  F  in  the 
p.m.  peak  hour.  While  most  of  these  intersections  already  operate  at  LOS  E  or  F  as  they 
serve  as  the  major  access  points  to  the  regional  freeway  system,  the  traffic  delays  would 
increase  in  the  future.  For  the  No  Project/TSM  Alternative,  the  Fourth  and  Harrison  Third 
and  King  Streets  intersection  would  degrade  from  LOS  B-D  to  LOS  E  in  the  a.m.  peak 
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hour. — Implementation  of  striping  changes  at  the  Fourth/Harrison  intersection  would 
mitigate  these  adverse  impacts. 

Implementation  of  the  Enhanced  EIS/EIR  Alignment  would  reduce  traffic  delays  on 
Fourth  Street  in  the  a.m.  peak  hour,  but  would  increase  delays  experienced  by  motorists  at 
the  Third  and  King  Streets  and  Sixth  and  Brannan  Streets  intersections  when  compared  to 
the  No  Project/TSM  Alternative.  The  intersection  of  Third  and  King  Streets  would 
degrade  from  LOS  D-E_to  LOS  F  in  the  a.m.  peak  hour  as  a  result  of  the  implementation  of 
this  alternative  and  the  Sixth  and  Brannan  Streets  intersection  would  continue  to  operate  at 
LOS  F.  During  the  p.m.  peak  hour,  the  Third  and  King,  Fourth  and  King,  and  Sixth  and 
Brannan  Streets  intersections  would  all  continue  to  operate  at  LOS  F,  but  with  increased 
delays. 

Implementation  of  either  the  Fourth/Stockton  Alignment  Option  A  or  Option  B  rather  than 
the  Enhanced  EIS/EIR  Alignment  would  alleviate  some  of  the  delays  on  Third  Street,  but 
result  in  greater  delays  on  Fourth  Street.  The  Third  and  King  and  Sixth  and  Brannan 
Streets  intersections  under  Alternatives  3A  or  3B  would  operate  as  LOS  F  during  the  a.m. 
(a  degradation  from  LOS  B-E  at  Third/King  Streets  resulting  from  the  Project)  and  p.m. 
peak  hour  (continued  LOS  F  operation)  while  the  Fourth  and  King  Streets  intersection 
would  continue  to  operate  at  LOS  E  during  the  a.m.  peak  hour  and  LOS  F  during  the  p.m. 
peak  hour.  The  intersection  of  Fourth  and  Harrison  Streets  would  degrade  from  LOS^_C 
to  LOS  F  for  Alternative  3B  in  the  a.m.  peak  hour  and  from  LOS  B  to  LOS  E  for 
Alternative  3A  and  to  LOS  F  for  Alternative  3B  in  the  p.m.  peak  hour." 

The  last  sentence,  third  paragraph,  page  S-17  is  revised  as  follows: 

"The  Fourth/Stockton  Alignment  Option  B  would  eliminate  82  on-street  parking  spaces 
under  the  semi-exclusive  option  and  parking  spaces  under  the  mixed-flow  option 
(this  option  also  retains  some  off-peak  spaces  on  Fourth  Street)  in  the  Fourth  and  Stockton 
Street  segments  identified  above." 
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The  last  sentence,  first  paragraph,  page  S-18  is  revised  as  follows:  • 

"Under  Alternative  3B,  the  pedestrian  level  of  service  would  be  reduced  to  LOS  B,  at  the 
Chinatown  Station,  as  a  result  of  the  increase  in  pedestrian  activity  rather  than  a  reduction 
of  effective  sidewalk  width." 

The  following  text  is  added  to  the  end  of  the  second  sentence,  fourth  paragraph,  page  S-18: 

"There  would  also  be  a  temporary  increase  in  truck  traffic  along  the  light  rail  alignment  as 
a  result  of  truck  traffic  associated  with  the  removal  of  excavated  soils  and  backfill  around 
the  guide  way  and  station  areas  and  delivery  of  materials." 

Table  S-7,  page  S-19  is  revised  as  noted  on  the  following  page. 

The  first  two  bullets,  page  S-32  are  revised  as  follows: 

•    "traffic  impacts  in  2030  at  the  following  locations:  Fourth/Harrison  Streets 

intersection  (No  Project/TSM  Alternative  LOS  B  to  LOS  E  in  a.m.  peak  hour, 

Alternative  3A,  LOS  B-C_to  LOS  E  in  a7-p.m.  peak  hour,  and  Alternative  3B  -  LOS  B 
C  to  LOS  F  in  a.m.  and  p.m.  peak  hour)  and  Third/King  Streets  intersection 
(Alternatives  2,  3A,  and  3B  -  LOS  ©-E_to  LOS  F  in  a.m.  peak  hour)  all  as  a  result  of 
project  implementation." 

•  "displacement  of  10  small  businesses  (10  or  fewer  employees)  and  1  or  2  residential  units  for 
Alternatives  2  and3A  and  displacement  of  8  small  businesses  (10  or  fewer  employees)  and  17 
residential  units  (which  would  require  a  Planning  Code  amendment)  for  Alternative  3B  in  the 
predominantly  minority  and  low-income  Chinatown  neighborhood;" 

The  second  sentence,  last  paragraph  starting  on  page  S-33  and  continuing  to  page  S-34  is  revised  as 
follows: 

"It  has  been  determined  that  this  use  of  the  plaza  would  not  be  considered  a  significant 
impact  and  a  de  minimus  minimis  finding  for  impact  on  Section  4(f)  resources  is 
anticipated  for  Alternative  3B  has  been  concurred  with  bv  the  Recreation  and  Parks 
Commission  (see  Appendix  J)  to  satisfy  Section  4(f)  requirements." 
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5.0:  STAFF  INITIATED  CHANGES 


The  last  sentence,  fourth  paragraph  and  the  fifth  paragraph,  page  S-35  are  revised  as  follows: 

"The  increase  in  cost  over  time  reflects  an  assumed  inflation  rate  of  ^t5-2^  percent. 

Due  to  a  faster  and  more  direct  alignment,  Alternative  3A  creates  an  annual  reduction  of 
2,A00  40.300  LRV  car  hours  on  the  Central  Subway  Corridor  and  a  system-wide  annual 
reduction  increase  of  27.800  11,900  car  hours  when  compared  to  the  No  Project/TSM 
Alternative.  Alternative  3A  would  also  reduce  the  number  of  system-wide  annual  bus 
hours  by  76,400.  Alternative  3B  would  save  the  same  number  of  annual  bus  hours, 
however,  it  would  increase  reduce  the  annual  LRV  car  hours  by  6^000-39.000  on  the 
Central  Subway  Corridor,  while  reducing  increasing  bv  19.100  13.200  the  system-wide 
LRV  hours  compared  to  the  No  Project/TSM  Alternative.  Alternative  2  yields  would 
result  in  an  annual  increase  decrease  of  7.100  33.100  LRV  car  hours,  a  system-wide 
annual  reduction  increase-of  18.300  19.100  car  hours,  and  would  reduce  the  number  of 
system-wide  annual  bus  hours  by  76,400  when  compared  to  the  No  Project/TSM 
Alternative." 

The  first  paragraph,  page  S-36  is  revised  as  follows: 

"A  total  of  $132.2  $473  million  in  state  and  local  capital  fimding  has  been  committed  to 
the  Central  Subway  Project.  In  addition,  the  MTA  is  currently  seeking  $762.2  million  in 
federal  "New  Starts"  funding,  for  a  total  of  $1,191.1  $1.235  million  in  capital  funding 
identified  for  the  Project  (see  Table  S-8).  Additional  regional  and  state  funding  is  being 
pursued  to  eliminate  the  fimding  shortfall." 

Table  S-8  is  revised  as  follows: 

TABLE  S-8 

CENTRAL  SUBWAY  CAPITAL  FUNDING  PLAN  (SMILLIONS) 


Source 

Amount 

Federal-5309  New  Starts 

$762 

State 

$306 

Local 

$456167 

Total 

$1,194 
$1,235 

Source:  MTA  Central  Subway  FY2008  New  Starts  Financial  Plan. 

Table  S-9,  page  S-37  is  revised  as  noted  on  the  following  page. 
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TABLE  S-9 

SUMMARY  OF  MOBILITY  IMPROVEMENTS  EVALUATION 


Performance  Measures 

No 

Project/TSM 

Altprnntivp 

Central  Subway  Alternatives 

Enhanced 

EIS/EIR 

AlipniTipnt 
II     1  lie  111. 

Fourth/Stockton 
Alignment 
Ontinn  A 

Fourth/Stockton 
Alignment 
Option  B 

MUdILIIIY  liVlrKUVlLlVlll.fNl 5 

P"TA  PpffnffHiinpp  IVTpii^iirp^ 

l-Tmirs  o'f  Trati^nnrtfitinn  TI<;pr  Rptipflts 

ll^Ulo  \Jl    XI  CLllo  L/VJi  LCI  LI  ^11        oWrl   JLI^ll^  1 1  Lo 

Q 

^± 

T  nw  Tnrnmp  T-TousphnlHc:  .^prvpH 

3 

• 

9 

3 

Pmnlnvmpnt  Npfir  Stfitinn^ 

J^lll  L/l  W  y  ill  Wll  L  1  ^  well        ICILI  WllO 

3 

• 

3 

• 

T.orfil  PprforiTifinrp  1Vfpfi<£iirpc 

Daily  Linked  Transit  Trips 

'J 

• 

-3-3 

33 

Exclusive  ROW  for  Transit 

r\ 

\J 

• 

• 

• 

Travel  Time  Between  Selected  Origins  &  Destinations 

\j 

• 

3 

/vverage  wpcraiing  opeeu  lor  i  rdnsii 

r\ 

\3 

3 

3 

Compatibility  with  SFTA  s  Fouv-CoKfido}"  PIqvi 

• 

• 

• 

l?M\7TUOMlVylirXIT  A  T  lll?Miri?IXC 
V  lKUi>iiVltLi>  1  Al_*  DlLl>lifrl  1  S 

l^nr A  l^pffnt'iTiQnpp  IVTpiicii fpc 

ChantTP  in  Rppional  Air  PollntJint  PmisQinn^ 

Vw^lluil^^  111  IWg  1  Wl lul  i\.  11    1.  VJl  1  LlLClll I  1^111  loDlv'llO 

o 

3 

• 

dianpp  in  rirppnhniisp  O^isp^ 

V^llUllE^W    111    VJ  1  V  Villll  Vr  LIO  W  VJClOwO 

o 

9 

3 

• 

Chanpp  in  Rppional  Fnprpv  ("'onsiimntion 

V-' 1  lUll             111    XN-Wg  I V/1  ICll  J— illXfl  g  y           V/l  lO  Ul  11      11  V/l  1 

3 

O 

• 

PpA  Air  Oiifllitv  Op<ii onatinn 

1^1  /  \  11.11    V^LlCllliy          vol  C,11C1L1  V/il 

(3 

(3 

O 

Local  Performance  Measures 

Partial  and  Full  Property  Acquisitions 

• 

^3. 

(3 

Affected  Parkland/Cultural  Sites 

• 

3 

3 

Visual,  Noise,  and  Vibration 

• 

3 

3 

3 

Displaced  Parking  During  Construction 

• 

■a-3 

-3-3 

OPERATING  EFFICIENCIES 

FTA  Performance  Measures 

Svstemwide  Operating  Cost  per  Passenger  Mile'" 

$07#^$1.24 

$©7§7-$1.24 

$0t§;!^$1.24 

Local  Performance  Measures 

Svstemwide  Operating  Cost  per  Passenger'" 

$4t#6-$2.29 

S4t^$2.29 

Bus  Operating  Cost  per  Revenue  Bus  Hour*^' 

$25^1.00 
$140.02 

$209.00  $140.34 

$209.00  $140.32 

$209.00  $140.32 
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Performance  Measures 

No 

Project/TSM 
Alternative 

Central  Subway  Alternatives 

Enhanced 
EIS/EIR 
Alignment 

Fourth/Stockton 
Alignment 
Option  A 

Fourth/Stockton 
Alignment 
Option  B 

Light  Rail  Operating  Cost  per  Revenue  Train  Hour^^-' 

$303.00 
$248.20 

$298.00  $260.32 

$305  00  $259  98 

$299  00  $259  84 

COST  EFFECTIVENESS 

FTA  Performance  Measures 

Incremental  Cost  per  Hour  of  Transportation  System  User 
Benefit 

~ 

$33.58  $30.31 

$22.73  $21.12 

$18.36  $21.24? 

TRANSIT  SUPPORTIVE  LAND  USE  AND  FUTURE 
PATTERNS 

FTA  Performance  Measures 

Existing  Land  Use 

• 

• 

• 

Transit  Supportive  Plans  and  Policies 

• 

• 

• 

Performance  and  Impacts  of  Policies 

• 

• 

• 

• 

Other  Land  Use  Considerations 

• 

• 

• 

• 

Local  Performance  Measures 

Compatible  with  City  and  Area  Plans 

O 

• 

• 

• 

Support  Revitalization  Opportunities  along  the  Central 
Subway  Corridor  Adjacent  to  Transit  Stops/Stations 

C3 

• 

• 

• 

Project  Serves  Major  Activity  Centers 

3 

• 

• 

OTHER  LOCAL  CRITERIA 

Travel  Time  from  Fourth/King  to  Market/Third/Fourth 

O 

• 

■3-3 

Travel  Time  from  Fourth/King  to  StocktonAVashington 

O 

3 

• 

3 

Parking  supply  and  on-street  loading  zones  on  or  near 
Third/Fourth  Streets  and  Stockton  Street 

• 

O 

3 

Community  Acceptance  and  Political  Support 

o 

3 

3 

• 

LOCAL  FINANCIAL  COMMITMENT 

FTA  Performance  Measures 

Stability  and  Reliability  of  Capital  Financing  Plan 

9 

3 

3 

Stability  and  Reliability  of  Operating  Financing  Plan 

o 

3 

3 

3 

Local  Share  to  Project  Costs 

• 

• 

• 

Capital  Costs  Compared  to  Funding 

3 

3 

Operating  Costs  Compared  to  Funding 

<» 

3 

3 

•-High,  » -Medium  High,  3 -Medium,  O -Medium  Low,  O-Low 
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5.0:  STAFF  INITIATED  CHANGES 


Table  S-IO,  page  S-41,  rows  related  to  Bay  Area  Rapid  Transit  District  and  San  Francisco  Department  of 
Recreation  and  Parks  are  revised  as  follows: 


Bay  Area  Rapid  Transit  District  (BART) 

Amendment  of  joint  use  agreement  for  Powell  Street  sStation 
reviews,  project  review,  and  approval  for  joint  use  of  station. 

San  Francisco  Department  of  Recreation  and  Parks 

Section  4(f)  "de  minimis"  approval.  Prop.  K  review  and  approval 
for  shadow  analysis.  Long  term  encroachment  permits  for  Union 
Square  plaza. 

Chapter  1.0  Purpose  and  Need 

The  text  of  the  last  two  sentences,  first  paragraph,  page  1-1  is  revised  as  follows: 

"This  Supplemental  Environmental  Impact  Statement/Supplemental  Environmental 
Impact  Report  (SEIS/SEIR)  updates  information  in  the  Central  Subway  Project  Study 
Area  and  focuses  on  changes  to  the  Central  Subway  portion  of  the  Third  Street  Light  Rail 
Project  that  have  occurred  since  the  certification  of  the  1998  Final  Environmental  Impact 
Study-Statement  and  Final  Environmental  Impact  Report  (FEIS/FEIR).  Proposed  changes 
to  the  Central  Subway  portion  of  the  light  rail  project  include:  a  new  segment  along  Fourth 
Street  between  Brannan  Harrison  and  Market  Streets  and  along  Stockton  Street  between 
Market  and  Geary  Streets  as  an  alternative  to  use  of  Third,  Harrison,  Kearny,  and  Geary 
Streets;  extension  of  the  planning  horizon  year  from  2015  to  2030;  the  addition  of  above 
ground  ventilation  shafts  for  tunnel  segments  and  stations;  the  use  of  off-street  access  to 
stations;  a  deep  tunnel  under  Market  Street;  a  closed  barrier  fare  system;  and  the  potential 
extension  of  a  construction  tunnel  under  Stockton  Street  and  Columbus  Avenue  to  the 
north  end  of  the  Project  near  Washington  Square  for  removing  the  Tunnel  Boring  Machine 
(TBM)." 

The  second  sentence,  third  paragraph,  page  1-5  is  revised  as  follows: 

"The  Third  Street  Light  Rail  Project  was  intended  to  address  the  inequality  of  transit 
connections  to  the  Muni  Metro  rail  system  and  to  regional  transit  services  such  as  BART 
and  Caltrain  perceived  by  residents  of  the  corridor." 
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The  first  sentence,  second  paragraph,  page  1-6  is  revised  as  follows: 

"As  presented  in  Table  1-1,  an  ^84  percent  increase  in  Central  Subway  Corridor 
population  and  a  26-19  percent  increase  in  the  Central  Subway  Corridor  employment  is 
projected  by  2030  (see  also  Figure  1-2)." 

The  fourth  sentence,  second  paragraph,  page  1-6  is  revised  as  follows: 

"The  26-19  percent  employment  increase  in  the  Central  Subway  Corridor  is  slightly  lower 
than  the  projected  citywide  employment  growth  of  28  percent  over  the  same  period." 

Table  1-1,  page  1-6  is  revised  as  follows  to  correct  reporting  errors  contained  in  the  Draft  SEIS/SEIR: 

TABLE  1-1 

POPULATION  AND  EMPLOYMENT  PROJECTIONS 


2000  AND  2030 


Population 

Employment 

Area 

2000 

2030 

Difference 

% 
Change 

2000 

2030 

Difference 

% 
Change 

Central 
Subway 
Corridor 

52,160 

80,690 
96.040 

43.880 

~J~J  /o 

84% 

280,690 

352,190 
335.030 

71,800 
54.340 

56%  19% 

North 
Beach 
Variant 

12,120 

10,510 

(1,610) 

(13.3%) 

6,100 

6,490 

390 

6.4% 

SF 

776,730 

935,050 

158,320 

20% 

636,670 

815,680 

179,010 

28.0% 

Source:   San  Francisco  County  Transportation  Authority  Model,  based  on  Transportation  Analysis  Zone  (TAZ)  data  derived  from  2000 
Census  Tract  information. 

Note:  Central  Subway  is  defined  by  the  MTC  Travel  Analysis  Zones(and  Census  Tracts)  that  are  included  in  the  Study  Area  identified  in 
Figure  1-2.  This  includes  Census  Tracts  113,  114,  117,  118,  119,  121,  123,  125,  176.01,  176.02,  178,  179.01,  and  180.  The  North 
Beach  Tunnel  Construction  Variant  is  defined  by  the  MTC  Transportation  Analysis  Zones  and  Census  Tracts  106  and  107.  There 
are  minor  differences  between  TAZ  and  Census  Tract  information. 

Chapter  2.0  Alternatives 

The  second  sentence,  fourth  paragraph,  page  2-1  is  revised  as  follows: 

"In  response  to  public  input  during  the  2005  Scoping  process  and  technical 
recommendations  from  a  Peer  Review  Panel  and  in  order  to  reduce  the  cost  of  the  project, 
a  new  design  (Alternative  3B)  was  subsequently  developed  for  the  Fourth/Stockton 
Alignment." 
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The  following  text  is  added  following  the  description  of  Alternative  3B,  page  2-3. 

"On  February  19,  2008,  the  MTA,  subsequent  to  publication  of  the  Draft  SEIS/SEIR, 
endorsed  Alternative  3B  as  the  LP  A." 

The  second  bullet,  third  paragraph,  page  2-3  is  revised  as  follows: 

•    "operation  of  the  T-Third  line,  which  opened  for  passenger  service  in  April  2007 
as  an  extension  of  the  Castro  Shuttle  K-Ingleside  to  Visitacion  Valley,  with 
associated  restructured  bus  service  in  Visitacion  Valley  at  the  south  end  of  the 
corridor  and  bus  connections  in  Chinatown/North  Beach  at  the  north  end;" 

The  second  sentence,  second  paragraph,  page  2-14  is  revised  as  follows: 

"This  configuration  was  provided  to  not  preclude  a  future  connection  of  the  Central 
Subway  with  a  possible  ftiture  Geary  subway  line  traveling  under  Geary,  Kearny,  and 
Third  Streets  and  then  east  via  Folsom  Street  to  the  vicinity  of  the  Transbay  Terminal." 

The  first  sentence,  third  paragraph,  page  2-14  is  revised  as  follows: 

"Northbound  and  southbound  station  platforms  would  be  at  two  levels  and  would  share  a 
common  mezzanine  (concourse)." 

The  third  and  fourth  sentences,  first  paragraph,  page  2-17  are  revised  as  follows: 

"The  shallow  configuration  of  the  station  would  preclude  construction  of  a  mezzanine  and 
(concourse)  level  above  the  platform.  Instead,  access  would  be  provided  from  street  level 
to  a  mezzanine  and  fconcourse)  under  the  platform  level  for  fare  payment,  and  then  up  to 
the  platform  level  via  subsurface  escalators,  stairs,  and  elevators." 

The  fourth  sentence,  second  paragraph,  page  2-17  is  revised  as  follows: 

"The  stacked  tunnels  would  affect  the  design  of  the  Union  Square  Station,  which  would 
include  a  mezzanine  and  fconcourse)  and  two  platform  levels  (refer  to  Figure  2-9)." 

The  fifth  sentence,  second  paragraph,  page  2-19  is  revised  as  follows: 

"The  underground  station,  between  Sacramento  and  Washington  Streets  on  Stockton 
Street,  would  have  a  mezzanine  and  fconcourse)  and  one  platform  level  (see  Figure  2- 
10)." 
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The  last  sentence,  second  paragraph,  page  2-21  is  revised  as  follows: 

"All  subway  station  designs  include  fare  gates  and  ticket  vending  machines  (TVMs)  per 
new  Muni  policy;  this  specification  requires  longer  station  layouts  and  typically  the  need 
for  a  mezzanine  and_(concourse)  level." 

The  station  type  descriptions  for  all  the  subway  stations  in  Table  2-1,  page  2-21  are  revised  as  follows: 


TABLE  2-1 

ALTERNATIVE  2  -  ENHANCED  EIS/EIR  ALIGNMENT  STATION  LOCATIONS 


Station 

Type 

Location 

King  Street  (northbound  only) 

Surface  Station  -  Platform  adjacent  to  Sidewalk 

Third  Street  between  King 
and  Townsend  Streets 

Moscone 

Underground  -  Two  level  stacked  platform  with  a 
mezzanine  and  ^concourse^  level  above  the 
platform  level. 

Third  Street  between  Folsom 
and  Howard  Streets 

Market  Street 

Underground  -  Single  level  side  platforms  with  a 
mezzanine  and  fconcourse^  level  below  the 
platform  level. 

Third  Street  between  Mission 
and  Market  Streets 

Union  Square 

Underground  -  Two  level  stacked  platforms  with 
a  mezzanine  and  fconcourse)  level  above  the 
platform  level. 

Stockton  Street  between 
Geary  and  Sutter  Streets 

Chinatown 

Underground  -  Single  level  side  platforms  with  a 
mezzanine  and  ^concourse^  level  above  the 
platform  level. 

Stockton  Street  between 
Sacramento  and  Washington 
Streets 

The  third  through  the  fifth  sentences,  last  paragraph,  page  2-21  and  continuing  on  page  2-22  are  revised  as 
follows: 

"The  T-Third  short  line  would  extend  from  the  Mission  Bay  Turnaround  Loop  (18th, 
Illinois,  19th,  and  Third  Streets)  to  Chinatown,  also  operating  with  one-car  trains  and  the 
T-Third  very  short  line  would  operate  from  Fourth  and  Berry  Streets  to  Chinatown. 
Service  frequencies  for  each  line  would  be  fi¥e-six  minutes  in  the  peak  period  and  ten 
minutes  during  the  midday,  except  for  the  short  line.  The  Caotro  Shuttle  K-Ingleside 
would  be  extended  to  operate  as  the  T-Third  line  under  the  2030  No  Project/TSM 
Alternative,  but  would  operate  as  an  independent  line  for  the  Enhanced  EIS/EIR 
Alignment,  using  the  2006  configuration  between  Castro  and  Embarcadero  Muni  Metro 
Stations." 
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Table  2-2,  page  2-23  is  revised  to  incorporate  updates  to  the  operational  plan  affecting  peak  headways, 
peak  LRV  fleet  demand,  and  annual  LRV  car  hours  as  noted  below. 


TABLE  2-2 
ANNUAL  OPERATING  STATISTICS 


ALTERNATIVE  2  -  ENHANCED  EIS/EIR  ALIGNMENT 


Alternative 

Peak 
Headways 
9-XLine^ 

Diesel/Trolley 
Peak  Demand 
(Svstcmwidc  Fleet 

Total  Annual 
Diesel/Trolley 

Bus  Hours 
(Systemwide) ' 

Peak 
Headways 
T-Third^ 

LRV  Fleet 
Peak  Demand^ 

Total 
Annual  LRV 
Car  Hours  T- 

Line 
(Systemwide) 

size) ' 

(Systemwide 
Fleet  size)^- 

Existing  (2007) 
T-Third 

5  minutes 

377  (49^-473) 
diesel  buses; 
225  (m-331) 
trolley  buses 

2,592,230 

9  minutes 

4-t«-119 
(151)LRVs 

109.400 
(568,500) 
^570.200) 

No  Project/TSM 
(2030) 

5  minutes 

377  (495)  diesel 
buses; 

230  (^336) 
trolley  buses 

2,622,030 

7  minutes 

4^137 
(171)LRVs 

80^400 
117.000 
(609,500) 
(602.700) 

Enhanced 
EIS/EIR 

Alignment  (2030) 

5  minutes 

377  (495)  diesel 
buses; 

219(m-336) 
trolley  buses 

2,545,630 

5-6_minutes 

440  142 
(175)LRVs 

87,500 
83,900 
(591,200)^ 
(621.800)^ 

Notes:   '  Source  for  2007  bus  equipment  demand  and  bus  hours  is  the  Muni  2006-2025  Short  Range  Transit  Plan,  December 
2005  and  Dan  Rosen,  MTA.  Mav  2007.  Revised  Dan  Rosen.  MTA.  Januarv  2008. 
^  Headway  refers  to  the  time  between  transit  vehicles  on  a  given  line 

^  Assumes  one-car  trains  operating  in  the  peak  for  the  Central  Subwav  on  both  the  T-Third  long  and  short  lines  and 
two-car  trains  on  the  T-Third  very  short  line. 

The  last  three  sentences,  first  paragraph,  page  2-23  are  revised  as  follows: 

"The  Enhanced  EIS/EIR  Alignment  would  reduce  the  peak  demand  requirements  for  the 
combined  diesel  and  trolley  fleets  over  No  Project/TSM  which  would  result  in  a 
systemwide  annual  reduction  of  bus  hours  by  76,400.  Rail  headways  on  T-Third  line 
would  improve  from  the  current  nine  minutes  under  existing  conditions  to  seven  minutes 
in  the  No  Project/TSM  Alternative  and  to  five-six  minutes  under  the  Enhanced  EIS/EIR 
Alignment.  The  additional  LRV  route  miles  and  service  frequencies  associated  with  the 
new  Central  Subway  service  would  result  in  an  annual  increase  decrease  of  7,100  33,100 
LRV  car  hours  on  the  Central  Subway  Corridor  T-Third  line,  but  a  system-wide  annual 
reduction  of  18,300  19.100  car  hours." 
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The  first  four  sentences,  last  paragraph,  page  2-23  are  revised  as  follows: 

"The  Enhanced  EIS/EIR  Alignment  would  require  fet^six  additional  LRVs  (three  five 
peak  LRVs  and  one  spare)  compared  to  the  No  Project/TSM  Alternative.  Muni's  total 
fleet  size,  including  spares,  would  be  175  LRVs  with  4^142  LRVs  in  the  peak.  The 
diesel  bus  fleet  would  be  increased  bv  23  buses,  but  the  ^id-peak  demand  would  remain 
the  same  as  under  the  existing  condition  and  the  No  Project/TSM  Alternative.  The  trolley 
bus  fleet  would  remain  the  same  ao  under  increase  bv  five  buses  from  the  existing 
conditions  and  No  Project/TSM  Alternative  bv  2030  for  Alternative  2,  but  the  peak 
demand  would  be  reduced  by  six  vehicles  over  existing  conditions  and  eleven  vehicles 
over  No  Project/TSM." 

The  fourth  sentence,  second  paragraph,  page  2-28  is  revised  as  follows: 

"Between  Townsend  and  Brannan  Streets  eight- 18  parking  spaces  would  be  eliminated  on 
Fourth  Street." 

The  second  sentence,  third  paragraph,  page  2-28  is  revised  as  follows: 

"This  station  would  have  a  mezzanine  and  fconcourse^  and  one  platform  level  that  would 
serve  both  northbound  and  southbound  trains." 

The  first  sentence,  last  paragraph,  page  2-28  is  revised  as  follows: 

"Immediately  north  of  Howard  Street,  the  alignment  would  descend  and  continue  in  a  twin 
side-by-side  tunnel  configuration  to  permit  a  deep  crossing  of  the  Market  Street  Subway 
and  an  easement  under  buildings  at  790-798  Market  Street/2  Stockton  Street  (Assessor's 
Parcel  0328-002)  (see  Figure  2-14)." 

The  second  sentence,  fourth  paragraph,  page  2-28  is  revised  as  follows: 

"An  additional  stairway  set-would  be  located  in  the  sidewalk  on  the  west  side  of  Fourth 
Street  just  north  of  Howard  Street  and  an  escalator  on  the  north  side  of  Howard  Street,  just 
west  of  Fourth  Street." 

The  third  sentence,  last  paragraph,  page  2-28  is  revised  as  follows: 

"The  station  would  have  a  common  mezzanine  and  f  concourse^  and  one  center  platform 
level  that  would  serve  both  northbound  and  southbound  trains." 
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The  fourth  sentence,  last  paragraph,  page  2-3 1  is  revised  as  follows:  , 

"It  would  have  a  mezzanine  and_(concourse)  and  one  platform  level  for  north  and 
southbound  trains.  " 

The  second  paragraph,  page  2-33  is  revised  as  follows: 


"A  double  crossover  and  twin  storage  tracks,  capable  of  storing  two  feee-two-car  trains, 
would  extend  north  of  this  station  to  Jackson  Street." 

The  station  type  description  for  Moscone  Station  in  Table  2-1,  page  2-33  is  revised  as  follows: 


Moscone 

Underground  -  Single  level  center  platform  with  a 

Fourth  Street  between 

mezzanine  and_(concourse)  level  above  the  platform 

Folsom  and  Howard  Streets 

level. 

The  third  and  fourth  sentences,  last  paragraph,  page  2-34  is  revised  as  follows: 

"Train  headways  on  the  T-Third  line  would  improve  from  the  current  nine  minutes  under 
existing  conditions  to  seven  minutes  in  the  No  Project/TSM  Alternative  and  to  #¥e-six 
minutes  under  the  Fourth/Stockton  Aligmnent  Option  A.  Even  though  there  is  an  increase 
in  route  miles  and  service  frequencies  associated  with  the  new  Central  Subway  service,  the 
result  is  an  armual  reduction  of  2,400  40,300  LRV  car  hours  on  the  Central  Subway 
Corridor  T-Third  line  and  a  system- wide  annual  reduction  increase  of  27,800  1 1,900  car 
hours  when  compared  to  the  No  Project/TSM  Alternative." 

Table  2-4,  page  2-35  is  revised  to  incorporate  updates  to  the  operational  plan  affecting  peak  headways, 
peak  LRV  fleet  demand,  and  annual  LRV  car  hours  as  noted  on  the  following  page. 

The  first  three  sentences,  first  paragraph,  page  2-35  are  revised  as  follows: 

"Fourth/Stockton  Alignment  Option  A  would  require  feur-three  additional  LRVs  (three 
two  plus  one  spare)  beyond  the  2030  LRV  fleet  requirements  for  the  No  Project/TSM 
Alternative.  In  this  scenario.  Muni's  total  LRV  fleet  size,  including  spares,  would  be  175 
LRVs  with  4^7-139  LRVs  in  the  peak  period.  The  diesel  bus  fleet  would  remain  the  same 
as  the  under  increase  by  30  buses  from  the  existing  conditions  and  No  Project/TSM  (2030) 
Alternative,  in  2030,  but  with  the  same  peak  demand  would  not  change." 
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TABLE  2-4 
ANNUAL  OPERATING  STATISTICS 


ALTERNATIVE  3  -FOURTH/STOCKTON  ALIGNMENT  OPTION  A 


Alternative 

Peak 
Headways 
y-X  Liine 

Diesel/Trolley 
Peak  Demand 
(Svstcmwidc  Fleet 
size) * 

Total  Annual 
Diesel/Trolley 

Bus  Hours 
(Systemwide)  * 

Peak 
Headways  T- 
inircl 

LRV  Fleet  Peak 
Demand^ 
(Systemwide 
rleet  size) 

Total 
Annual  LRV 
Car  Hours 
T-Line 
(Systemwide) 

Existing  (2007) 
T-Third 

5  minutes 

377  (495-473) 
diesel  buses; 

225  (m-m) 

trolley  buses 

2,592,230 

9  minutes 

44^-119 
(151)LRVs 

81,800 
109.400 
(568,500) 

( J  /U.zUU) 

No  Project/TSM 
(2030) 

5  minutes 

377  (495)  diesel 
buses; 

230  (5^336) 
trolley  buses 

2,622,030 

7  minutes 

4^137 
(171)LRVs 

117.000 
(609,500) 
(602.700 

Fourth/Stockton 
Alignment  Option  A 
(2030) 

5  minutes 

377  (495)  diesel 
buses; 

219(^336) 
trolley  buses 

2,545,630 

&-6  minutes 

457-139 
(175)LRVs 

76.700 
(581,700)^ 
(614.600)^ 

Notes:   '  Source  for  2007  bus  equipment  demand  and  bus  hours  is  the  Muni  2006-2025  Short  Range  Transit  Plan,  December 
2005  and  Dan  Rosen.  MTA.  2007.  Revised  Dan  Rosen.  MTA.  January  2008. 
^  Headway  refers  to  the  time  between  transit  vehicles  on  a  given  line 

^  Assumes  one-car  trains  operating  in  the  peak  for  the  Central  Subway  on  both  the  lone  and  short  lines  and  two-car  trains 
on  the  T-Third  very  short  line. 

The  second  and  third  sentences,  first  paragraph,  page  2-35  are  revised  as  follows: 

"In  this  scenario.  Muni's  total  LRV  fleet  size,  including  spares,  would  be  175  LRVs  with 
457-139  LRVs  in  the  peak  period.  " 

The  second  paragraph,  page  2-35  is  revised  as  follows: 

"The  trolley  bus  fleet  would  remain  the  same  increase  by  five  buses,  but  peak  demand 
would  be  reduced  by  six  trolleys  over  existing  conditions  and  by  eleven  trolleys  over  the 
No  Project/TSM  Alternative." 

The  second  and  third  sentences,  second  paragraph,  page  2-40  are  revised  as  follows: 

"The  street  configuration  from  west  to  east  would  provide:  two  southbound  traffic  lanes, 
the  semi-exclusive  double-track  median,  and  one  northbound  traffic  lane.  In  this  segment, 
ajH-18  out  of  20  parking  spaces  on  Fourth  Street  would  be  permanently  eliminated.  Just 


Central  Subway  Project  Final  SEIS/SEIR  -  Volume  II 


5-25 


5.0:  STAFF  INITIATED  CHANGES 


north  of  Brannan  Street  the  tracks  would  spread  to  accommodate  a  center  platform 
between  Brannan  and  Freelon  Streets." 

The  second  to  last  sentence,  third  paragraph,  page  2-42  is  revised  as  follows: 

"Between  Brannan  and  Bryant  Streets  ^5-29_out  of  36  parking  spaces  on  Fourth  Street 
would  be  permanently  eliminated." 

The  fifth  paragraph,  page  2-42  is  revised  as  follows: 

"The  subway  for  Alternative  3B  would  continue  under  Fourth  Street  to  the  Moscone 
Station  located  between  Folsom  and  Howard  Streets  (see  Figure  2-20),  the  same  as 
discussed  for  Alternative  3A  on  page  2  28.  Like  Alternative  3A,  this  station  would  have 
mezzanine  and  concourse  levels  and  a  platform  level  that  would  serve  both  northbound 
and  southbound  trains.  The  main  station  entrance  (escalators,  stairs,  and  two  elevators), 
would  be  in  the  off-street  property  at  266  Fourth  Street.  The  station  would  be  shorter  than 
the  one  proposed  in  Alternative  3A  and  the  emergency  exit  would  be  provided  on  the  west 
side  of  Fourth  Street  mid-block  between  Folsom  and  Howard  Streets." 

The  first  sentence,  last  paragraph,  page  2-42  is  revised  as  follows: 

"hnmediately  north  of  Howard  Street,  the  alignment  would  descend  and  continue  in  a 
side-by-side  configuration  to  permit  a  deep  crossing  of  the  Market  Street  Subway  and  an 
easement  under  buildings  at  790-798  Market  Street/2  Stockton  Street  (Assessor's  Parcels 
#0328-002  and  #37052-001  to  004)." 

The  first  sentence,  first  paragraph,  page  2-45  is  revised  as  follows: 

". .  .mezzanine  and  (concourse^  and  one  platform  level  that  would  serve  both  northbound 
and  southbound  trains." 

The  fourth  and  fifth  sentences,  second  paragraph,  page  2-45  are  revised  as  follows: 

"Different  from  both  Alternatives  2  and  3A,  the  Chinatown  Station  for  Fourth/Stockton 
Alignment  Option  B  would  be  located  on  Stockton  Street  between  Washington  Clav  and 
Jackson  Streets  (see  Figure  2-22).  It  would  have  a  mezzanine  and_(concourse)  and  one 
platform  level  for  north  and  southbound  trains.  The  main  pedestrian  entrance  would  be  in 
a  building  that  Muni  would  construct  on  the  west  side  of  Stockton  Street  south  of 
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Washington  Street  (933-93^949  Stockton  Street,  Assessor's  Parcel  #021 1-001)  to 
accommodate  escalators,  stairs,  two  elevators,  and  two  emergency  ventilation  shafts." 

The  last  sentence,  second  paragraph,  page  2-45  is  revised  as  follows: 

"The  bulb-out  would  be  extended  slightly  to  an  overall  length  of  38  feet,  eliminating  about 
eae-two  parking  spaces." 

The  third  sentence,  first  paragraph,  page  2-47  is  revised  as  follows: 

"The  surface  station  would  be  between  14  and  15  feet  in  width.  The  subway  station 
platforms  would  be  about  200  feet  in  length  (225  feet  at  Union  Square/Market  Street), 
(compared  with  250  feet  in  Option  3A),  and  26  feet  in  width  to  accommodate  two-car 
trains  using  high-floor  LRVs." 

The  last  sentence,  first  paragraph,  page  2-47  is  revised  as  follows: 

"All  subway  station  platforms  are  single  level  with  a  mezzanine  and  concourse  level  above 
to  permit  a  deep  crossing  of  Market  Street." 

The  station  type  descriptions  for  all  the  subway  stations  in  Table  2-5,  page  2-47  are  revised  as  follows: 


TABLE  2-5 

CENTRAL  SUBWAY  FOURTH/STOCKTON  ALIGNMENT  OPTION  B  STATION  LOCATIONS 


Station 

Type 

Location 

Brannan 

Surface  -  Single  Center  Platform 

Fourth  Street  between  Brannan 
and  Freelon  Streets 

Moscone 

Underground  -  Single  level  center  platform  with  a 
mezzanine  and_{concourse)  level  above  platform  level. 

Fourth  Street  between  Folsom 
and  Howard  Streets 

Union  Square/Market  Street 

Underground  -Single  level  center  platform  with  a  mezzanine 
and_(concourse)  level  above  the  platform  level  and  a  non- 
paid  pedestrian  level  between  Union  Square  and  Market 
Street. 

Stockton  Street  between  Market 
and  Geary  Streets 

Chinatown 

Underground  -  Single  level  center  platform  and  a 
mezzanine  and  fconcourse4  level  above  the  platform  level. 

Stockton  Street  between 
Washington  and  Jackson  Streets 

The  third  and  fourth  sentences,  last  paragraph,  page  2-47  and  continuing  on  to  page  2-48  aie  revised  as 
follows: 

"Rail  headways  on  the  T- Third  line  would  improve  from  the  current  nine  minutes  under 
existing  conditions  to  seven  minutes  in  the  No  Project/TSM  Alternative  and  to  five-six 
minutes  under  the  Fourth/Stockton  Aligimient  Option  B  (same  as  Option  A).  Even  though 
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there  would  be  an  increase  in  LRV  route  miles  and  service  frequencies  associated  with  the 
new  Central  Subway  service,  the  result  is-would  be  an  annual  reduction  of  67OOO-39.OOO 
LRV  car  hours  (compared  with  2,^00  40300  LRV  car  hours  for  Option  A)  on  the  Central 
Subway  Corridor  T-Third  line  and  a  systemwide  annual  reduction  increase  of  19,^00 
13,200  car  hours,  compared  to  the  No  Project/TSM  Alternative  and  the  27,800  11.900  car 
hours  for  Option  A,  which  has  a  more  direct  alignment  one  fewer  stations  and  a_faster 
travel  time." 

Table  2-6,  page  2-48  is  revised  to  incorporate  updates  to  the  operational  plan  affecting  peak  headways, 
peak  LRV  fleet  demand,  and  annual  LRV  car  hours  as  noted  below: 

TABLE  2-6 
ANNUAL  OPERATING  STATISTICS  FOR 


ALTERNATIVE  3    FOURTH/STOCKTON  ALIGNMENT  OPTION  B 


Alternative 

Peak 
Headways 
9-X  Line^ 

Diesel/Trolley 
Peak  Demand 
(Svstcmwidc  Fleet 
size) ' 

Total  Annual 
Diesel/Trolley 

Bus  Hours 
(Systemwide) ' 

Peak 
Headways 
T-Third^ 

LRV  Fleet 
Peak  Demand^ 
(Systemwide 
Fleet  size)"^- 

Total 
Annual  LRV 
Car  Hours  T- 

Line 
(Systemwide) 

Existing  (2007) 
T-Third 

5  minutes 

377  (49^-473) 
diesel  buses; 
225  (3^331) 
trolley  buses 

2,592,230 

9  minutes 

44«-119 

(151) 

LRVs 

84^800 
109.400 
(568,500) 
(570.200) 

No  ProjectyrSM 
(2030) 

5  minutes 

377  (495)  diesel 
buses; 

230  (m-336) 
trolley  buses 

2,622,030 

7  minutes 

409-137 

(171) 

LRVs 

117.000 
(609,500) 
(602.700) 

Fourth/Stockton 
Alignment  Option  B 
(2030) 

5  minutes 

377  (495)  diesel 
buses; 

219(3^336) 
trolley  buses 

2,545,630 

5-6  minutes 

450-1 40 

(175) 

LRVs 

86,100 
78.000 
(590,100)^ 
(615.900)^ 

Notes:   '  Source  for  2007  bus  equipment  demand  and  bus  hours  is  the  Muni  2006-2025  Short  Range  Transit  Plan,  December 
2005  and  Dan  Rosen.  MTA,  2007.  Revised  Dan  Rosen,  Januarv  2008. 
^  Headway  refers  to  the  time  between  transit  vehicles  on  a  given  line. 

^  Assumes  one-car  trains  operating  in  the  peak  for  the  Central  Subway  on  both  the  long  and  short  lines. 

The  second  sentence,  second  paragraph,  page  2-48  is  revised  as  follows: 

"Muni's  total  LRV  fleet  size,  including  spares,  would  be  175  LRVs  and  4^0-140  LRVs  in 
the  peak  period,  the  same  as  Option  A.  The  diesel  bus  fleet  would  remain  the  same  as 
increase  by  23  buses  from  the  existing  condition  in  2030,  but  and  No  Project/TSM  fleets, 
with  the  same  peak  demand  would  remain  the  same.  The  trolley  bus  fleet  would  remain 
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the  same  increase  by  five  buses -but  peak  demand  would  be  reduced  by  six  trolleys  over 
existing  conditions  and  by  eleven  trolleys  over  No  Project/TSM." 

The  sixth  and  seventh  bullets  on  page  2-50  are  revised  as  follows: 

•  Surface  Platform^  and  Trackwork,  and  Overhead  Contact  System 

•  Systems  (Train  Control,  Traction  Power,  Communications  and  Overhead  Contact 
System) 

Figure  2-29,  page  2-53  is  revised  to  correct  the  number  of  stations  in  the  original  Central  Subway  Project 
(5  stations)  and  to  correct  the  miles  in  the  T-Third  operation  (5.4  miles)  as  shown  on  the  following  page. 

The  last  sentence,  first  paragraph,  page  2-54  is  revised  as  follows: 

"All  subway  station  entrances  would  have  been  located  in  public  sidewalks.  Station 
designs  assumed  Proof-of-Payment  (POP)  fare  collection,  which  eliminated  the  need  for 
fare  gates,  like  those  used  on  the  Market  Street  Metro,  at  the  mezzanine/concourse  level." 

The  third  sentence,  first  paragraph,  page  2-56  is  revised  as  follows: 

"The  prevailing  public  preference  was  for  a  single  double-track  portal  on  Fourth  Street. 
Members  of  the  public  also  suggested  a  Fourth  Street  alignment,  which  was  possible  using 
a  deep  crossing  at  Fourth  and  Market  Streets." 

The  following  text  is  added  to  the  end  of  the  third  paragraph,  page  2-56: 

"On  Februarv  19,  2008,  the  MTA,  subsequent  to  pubhcafion  of  the  Draft  SEIS/SEIR, 
endorsed  Alternative  3B  as  the  LPA." 

The  second  sentence,  second  bullet,  page  2-57  is  revised  as  follows: 


Central  Subway  Project  Final  SEIS/SEIR  -  Volume  II 


5-29 


5.0:  STAFF  INITIATED  CHANGES 


8 


FIGURE  2-29 

THIRD  STREET  LIGHT  RAIL 

PHASE  1  INITIAL  OPERATING  SEGMENT  AND  PHASE  2  1998  FEIS/FEIR  CENTRAL 

SUBWAY 


Source:  PB/Wong 
Not  to  scale 
Revised  1/06 
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"In  addition,  the  four  southbound  lanes  in  the  segment  between  Bryant  and  King 
Townsend  Streets  were  reconfigured  to  two  northbound  and  two  southbound  lanes." 

The  third  sentence,  second  paragraph,  page  2-63  is  revised  as  follows: 

"Following  the  selection  of  the  Preferred  Investment  Strategy  LP  A,  the  Final  SEIS/SEIR 
will  be  completed." 

The  following  text  is  added  at  the  end  of  the  third  paragraph,  page  2-56: 

"On  February  19.  2008,  the  MTA.  subsequent  to  pubhcation  of  the  Draft  SEIS/SEIR. 
selected  Alternative  3B  as  the  LPA." 


Table  2-9,  page  2-64,  entries  related  to  San  Francisco  Planning  Commission,  Department  of  Recreation 
and  Parks,  and  Board  of  Supervisors  are  revised  as  follows: 


San  Francisco  Planning  Commission 

General  Plan  Review/Referral  for  all  aspects  of  project  which  occur 
in  public  rights-of-way,  and  amendments  to  appropriate  portions  of 
General  Plan,  Transportation  Element,  and  Plaiming  Code. 

San  Francisco  Department  of  Recreation  and  Parks 

Section  4(f)  "de  minimis"  approval.  Prop.  K  review  and  approval 
for  shadow  analysis.  Long-  term  encroachment  permits  for  Union 
Square  plaza. 

San  Francisco  Board  of  Supervisors 

Approval  of  General  Plan  and  Planning  Code  amendments. 
Adoption  of  Redevelopment  Plan  amendments. 
Approval  of  property  acquisitions,  including  eminent  domain. 
Approvals  required  for  use  of  City  rights-of-way  and  Park  property. 

CHAPTER  3.0  TRANSPORTATION  ANALYSIS 

Figure  3-3,  page  3-12  is  revised  to  correct  the  spelling  error  of  Civic  Center  as  shown  on  the  following 
page. 

The  fourth  sentence,  second  paragraph,  page  3-22  is  revised  as  follows: 

"During  the  p.m.  peak  hour,  two  of  the  Study  Area  intersections  operate  at  LOS  C,  or 
better  B,  with  the  other  three  operating  at  LOS  E  or  F  conditions  as  outbound  traffic  peaks 
towards  the  1-280  freeway  on-ramps." 
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FIGURE  3-3 
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Source:  PB/Wong 
Not  to  Scale 
Revised  1/08 
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Table  3-4,  page  3-22  is  revised  as  follows  to  incorporate  updated  level  of  service  analysis  performed  by  the 
Department  of  Parking  and  Traffic  in  February  2008. 

TABLE  3-4 
EXISTING  INTERSECTIONS 


LEVEL  OF  SERVICE  CONDITIONS 


A.M.  PEAK 

P.M.  PEAK 

HOUR 

HOUR 

INTERSECTION 

(LOS/ave.  sec.  delay) 

(LOS/ave.  sec.  delay) 

Third  Street  /  King  Street 

D/  36.1 
D/  35.8 

F/  >80.0 

Fourth  Street  /  King  Street 

E/  55.9 

F/  >80.0 

Fourth  Street  /  Harrison  Street 

B/  13.2 

B/  19.5 

B/  13.5 

B/  18.5 

Sixth  Street  /  Brannan  Street 

F/  >80.0 

F/>80.0 

Fourth  Street  /  Bryant  Street 

B/  11.8 

CI  20.7 

B/  18.9 

B/  19.6 

Source:  San  Francisco  Department  of  Parking  and  Traffic.  November  2006  and  February  2007.  Revised 
February  2008. 

The  last  sentence,  last  paragraph  of  page  3-24  is  revised  as  follows  to  incorporate  parking  revisions: 

"On  those  segments  of  Third  and  Fourth  Streets  that  will  be  impacted  by  the  Project,  there 
are  currently  4-72192  on-street  parking  spaces  (501-221  including  the  spaces  removed  for 
construction  on  Fourth  Street  between  Bryant  and  Harrison  Streets)." 

Table  3-6,  page  3-25  is  revised  to  reflect  the  updated  parking  counts  and  corrections  provided  by  the 
Department  of  Parking  and  Traffic  in  January  2008  as  noted  on  the  following  page. 

The  last  two  sentences  of  the  second  paragraph,  page  3-26  are  revised  as  follows: 

"There  are  10  parking  spaces  on  the  block  between  Geary  and  Post  Streets^  aftd-14  spaces 
on  the  block  between  Clay  and  Washington  Streets,  and  20  spaces  on  the  block  between 
Washington  and  Jackson  Streets  (including  truck  and  passenger  loading  zones).  The 
average  occupancy  is  63-75  percent  for  these  twe-three  blocks  of  Stockton  Street." 
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TABLE  3-6 

EXISTING  ON-STREET  PARKING  CONDITIONS  IN  CORRIDOR 


SEGMENT 

APPROXIMATE  NUMBER  OF  ON-STREET 
PARKING  SPACES 

NUMBER  AND 
PERCENTAGE  OF 
SPACES  OCCUPIED 

WEST 

EAST 

TOTAL 

NO. 

Percent 

Third  Street 

King  to  Townsend 
Streets 

13 

(All  metered) 

10 

(All  metered) 

23 

20 

87% 

Townsend  to  Brannan 
Streets 

19 

(All  metered) 

16 

(Tow-away  east  side  7-9 
a.m.  &  4-7  p.m.) 

35 

20 

57% 

Brannan  to  Bryant 
Streets 

21 

(All  metered) 

13 

(Tow-away  east  side  7-9 
a.m.  &  4-7  p.m.) 

34 

25 

74% 

Subtotal 

53 

39 

92 

65 

71% 

Fourth  Street 

Townsend  to  King 
Streets 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0% 

Townsend  to  Brannan 
Streets 

5 

(All  metered) 

15 

(All  metered) 

20 

14 

70% 

Brannan  to  Bryant 
Streets 

20 

(All  metered) 

16 

(10  metered.  Tow-away 
east  side  7  am-7  pm 
between  Freelon  and 

Brannan  -  affects  6  sp) 

36 

30 

83% 

Bryant  to  Harrison 
Streets' 

17 

(all  metered) 

12 

(all  metered) 

29 

N/A 

N/A 

Subtotal^ 

25+ 

31+ 

56 

44 

79% 

Stockton  Street 

Geary  to  Post  Streets 

0 

10 

10 

4 

40% 

Clay  to  Washington 
Streets 

11 

(All  metered) 

3 

(All  metered) 

14 

11 

79% 

Washington  to  Jackson 
Streets 

8 

(All  metered) 

12 

(All  metered) 

20 

18 

90% 

Subtotal^ 

4419 

4^25 

3444 

4^33 

75% 

TOTAL 

894=97+ 

8^95+ 

192+ 

434 
142 

74% 

'     TTiis  segment  of  Fourth  Street  was  under  construction  during  the  recent  counts.  Therefore,  no  parking  occupancy  data  was  available. 

'     Occupancv  counts  do  not  include  the  segment  between  Brvant  and  Harrison,  so  the  29  parking  spaces  between  Brvant  and  Harrison  Streets 

numbers  arc  not  included  in  the  subtotal. 
^     Average  occupancy  was  not  calculated  for  the  Stockton  Street  blocks  because  the  two  blocks  are  located  in  different  districts  and  an  average 

occupancy  would  not  give  an  accurate  assessment  of  occupancies  in  each  area. 

Source:  San  Francisco  Department  of  Parking  and  Traffic.  Sept.  27  and  28.  2006.  and-Mav  7  and  8,  2007,  and  January  2008. 

Central  Subway  Project  Final  SEIS/SEIR  -  Vjolume  II 


5-34 


5.0:  STAFF  INITIATED  CHANGES 


The  last  two  sentences  of  the  third  paragraph,  page  3-26  are  revised  as  follows: 

"On  the  blocks  between  Clay  and  Washington  Jackson  Streets,  there  are  a  total  of  4434 
metered  spaces,  composed  of  a  mix  of  standard  parking  spaces  and  white  and  yellow 
zones.  The  average  weekday  occupancy  in  tbis-these  two  blocks  is  ^85  percent." 

The  last  two  sentences  of  the  fourth  paragraph,  page  3-26  are  revised  as  follows: 

"On  Fourth  Street  between  King  Street  and  Bryant  Street,  56  on-street  parking  spaces  exist 
and  on  the  twe-three  blocks  of  Stockton  Street  evaluated,  there  are  3444  parking  spaces. 
Existing  parking  occupancy  is  approximately  72-14  percent  on  a  combined  corridor-wide 
basis." 

The  first  footnote.  Table  3-7,  page  3-30,  is  revised  as  follows: 

Counts  conducted  April  and  June  2007  p.m.  peak  period  ." 

The  first  sentence,  fourth  paragraph,  page  3-36  is  revised  as  follows: 

"Under  all  Build  Alternatives,  the  greatest  amount  of  passenger  activity  would  occur  at  the 
Central  Subway  Market  Street  Station  (or  Union  Square/Market  Street  Station);  4§-47 
percent  of  system  boardings  for  Alternative  2  and  ^0-49  and  48  percent  of  system 
boardings  for  Alternatives  3 A  and  3B,  respectively." 

The  third  sentence,  fourth  paragraph,  page  3-36,  is  revised  as  follows: 

"It  is  estimated  that  percent  of  the  passengers  boarding  the  Central  Subway  system  at  Powell  Street 
would  be  transfers  from  BART."The  first  and  third  sentences,  last  paragraph,  page  3-36  are  revised  as 
follows: 

"The  Fourth  and  King  Station,  serving  the  T-Third  Line  also  has  a  high  level  of  passenger 
activity  ranging  from  QS-29  percent  (Alternative  3B)  to  32  percent  (Alternative  3  A)  of 
system  ridership...Caltrain  boardings  are  projected  to  be  about  8^67  percent  of  total 
ridership  at  this  station  in  2030." 

Table  3-8,  page  3-37  is  revised  to  incorporate  the  changes  to  the  projected  transit  ridership  for  the  Central 
Subway  Project  on  the  following  page. 
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TABLE  3-8 

ESTIMATED  WEEKDAY  TRANSIT  RIDERSHIP 


EXISTING  AND  2030  CONDITIONS 


LRT/BUS  LINE 

2000 

2030  NO 
PROJECT/TSM 

2030  ENHANCED 
EIS/EIR 
ALIGNMENT 

2030  FOURTH  / 
STOCKTON 
ALIGNMENT 
OPTION  A  (LP A) 

2030  FOURTH  / 
STOCKTON 
ALIGNMENT 
OPTION  B 
(MODIFIED  LPA) 

CORRIDOR 
BOARDINGS 

RAIL 

T-Third  Long  Line' 

N/A 

60.030  24.600"^ 

59.710  14.500 

60  670  15  800 

65.830  14.900 

T-Third  Short  Liine 

N/A 

N/A 

30.080  18.900 

28.170  19  000 

33.100  18.900 

T-Third  Very  Short  Line 

N/A 

N/A 

12.900 

12.800 

12.800 

Subtotal 

mSM  24.600 

mm  76.300 

88.840-77.600 

99030  76,600 

BUS 

Line  15^ 

31.130  28,300 

H/a-N/A 

fl/a-N/A 

fl/a-N/A 

fi/a-N/A 

Lines  9X,  9AX,  9BX 

9.^10.600 

29.560  23.000 

30.790  22.300 

30.760  20.800 

21,770  21.200 

Lines  30,  45  ^ 

52,120  54,400 

57.860  76.600 

12.030  16.600 

12.51014.800 

38.290  14.800 

Subtotal 

92,870 
93,300 

87.420-99.600 

72.820-68.900 

73.270-65.600 

63.060-66.000 

TOTAL  IN 
CORRIDOR: 

92,870 
93,300 

147,450 
124,200 

162,610 
145,200 

162,110 
143,200 

162,290 
142,600 

Increase  Over  Existing: 

0 

51.580  30.900 

69.710  51.900 

69.210  19.900 

69.120  19.300 

Increase  Over  No 
Project/TSM: 

u 

v 

1 «  1  Af\  T 1  nr>A 
ij.luU  Z 1  .UUU 

1  A         i  n  nnn 
i'l.OOU  ly^yjuv 

1/1  o/in  10  /inn 
1  '1  .o'lU  1  o  .f  UU 

O  I  0 1  tiiVl  BvJ ArtLHi>  Lro 

RAIL 

209,510 
I oj, /uu 

280,550 

303,190 
087  onn 

311,730 

jUU,  / uu 

320.630  299,500 

BUS 

513,210 
547,000 

585,170 
609.000 

590,150 
567.800 

575,760 
566,700 

566,290  566,800 

TOTAL  SYSTEM: 

752,750 
732.800 

866,020 
848.800 

893,610 
855.700 

887,190 
867,400 

886,910  866,300 

Increase  Over  Existing: 

0 

113,270 
116,050 

110,890 
122.900 

131,710 
134.600 

131,160  133,500 

Increase  Over  No 
Project/TSM: 

0 

0 

27.620  6.900 

21.170  18.600 

20,890  17.500 

Notes:      '     Central  Subways  T-Third  long-Hne  to  Visitacion  Valley,  an4-T-Third  short-line  to  1 8""  and  Third  Streets,  and  T- 
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Third  very  short  line  to  the  Caltrain  Station  at  Fourth  and  King  Streets. 
■     1 5-Third  Line  shifts  to  9X-San  Bruno  or  to  the  T-Third  Hne. 
^    45  Union/Stockton  extended  into  Mission  Bay 

Rail  ridership  on  the  K  between  The  Embarcadero  and  the  county  line  and  on  the  N  to  The  Embarcadero. 
N/A    Not  Applicable 

Ridership  is  defined  as  the  number  of  passengers  boarding- 
Source:  San  Francisco  Model,  January  2007.  Revised  January  2008.  


The  first  sentence,  first  paragraph,  page  3-38  is  revised  as  follows: 

"Ifi  in  the  future,  the  Caltrain  line  is  extended  to  the  Transbay  Terminal  as  proposed  in 
Phase  2  (Downtown  Extension)  of  the  Transbay  Terminal  Improvements,  ridership  on  the 
Central  Subway  line  would  be  reduced  by  some  portion  of  the  %967  percent." 

The  last  sentence,  first  paragraph,  page  3-38  is  revised  as  follows: 

"The  p.m.  peak  period  ridership  at  each  of  the  Central  Subway  stations  on  the  key  transit 
routes  in  the  T-Third  corridor  is  presented  in  Table  3-10." 

Table  3-9,  page  3-38  is  revised  to  incorporate  the  changes  to  the  projected  transit  ridership  for  the  Central 
Subway  Project  on  the  following  page. 
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TABLE  3-9 
ESTIMATED  WEEKDAY  RTOERSHIP 
BY  CENTRAL  SUBWAY  STATION 


2030  CONDITIONS 


STATION 

2030  NO 
PROJECT  /TSM 

2030  ENHANCED 
EIS/EIR 
ALIGNMENT 

2030  FOURTH  / 
STOCKTON 
ALIGNMENT 
OPTION  A  (LPA) 

2030  FOURTH  / 
STOCKTON 
ALIGNMENT 
OPTION  B 
(MODIFIED  LPA) 

Fourth  and  King 

20.250  15.700 

20.670  19.100 

19.520  17.400 

Fourth  and  Brannan 

— 

— 

6.6W-3.000 

Third  (between  King  and 
Townsend) 

0  QQA  /I  nnn 

Moscone 

4.2^3,800 

^t860-3.500 

^T#20-2.800 

Market  Street 

30.510  28.300 

32.620  29.400 

38,510  28,600 

Union  Square 

1.600 

Chinatown 

^.#^6.200 

«tW©8.300 

^;O§O-8.000 

TOTAL  IN  CORRIDOR: 

67.280-59,600 

65.340-60,300 

76.2^59,800 

TOTAL  IN  CENTRAL 
SUBWAY 

43,900 

41,200 

42,400 

Note;  An  estimated  ^967  percent  of  passenger  activity  at  the  Fourth  and  King  Station  is  related  to  transfers  from 
Caltrain  and  about  25  to  32  49  percent  of  passenger  activity  at  the  Market  Street  or  Union  Square/Market  Street 
Stations  is  related  to  transfers  from  BART  to  Muni  at  Powell  Street  Station. 
Ridership  is  defined  as  the  number  of  passengers  boarding. 

Central  Subwav  total  excludes  the  Fourth  and  Kins  Station  which  is  part  of  the  T-third  line. 
Source:  San  Francisco  Model,  January  2007.  Revised  January  2008. 

Table  3-10,  page  3-39  is  revised  to  incorporate  the  changes  to  the  projected  transit  ridership  for  the  Central 
Subway  Project  as  noted  on  the  following  page. 
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TABLE  3-10 

2030  ESTIMATED  P.M.  PEAK  PERIOD  RIDERSHIP 
FOR  SELECTED  ROUTES  IN  CORRIDOR 


vol  IIMF 

2030  NO  PROJECT  / 
TSM  AT  inNMFNT 

2030  ENHANCED 
EIS/EIR 
ALIGNMENT 

2030  I'UUKlJtl  / 
STOCKTON 
ALIGNMENT 

2030  FOURTH  / 

ALIGNMENT 
OPTION  B 

T-Third  Lines 
Central  Subway/30 

-lT95e-l  1.590 

19.020  26.990 

16.710  27.110 

19.720  26.820 

9AX 

1.490 

740-1.810 

^10-1.670 

640-1.610 

640-1.620 

9BX 

530  940 

4t080-1.900 

4^000-1.570 

970-1 .550 

^>7O-1.570 

9X 

#70  750 

#t430-1.630 

6.240-1.690 

#.370-1.520 

3.750-1.580 

30 

8.370 

13.900 

4.150 

4.140 

4.120 

45 

4.600 

8.530 

5.620 

5.510 

5.480 

Note:  The  p.m.  peak  period  is  three-hour  ridership. 
Ridership  is  defined  as  the  number  of  passengers  boarding. 

Source:  San  Francisco  Model.  January  2007.  Revised  January  2008.  MMtttflftlffi^ 

Table  3-11,  page  3-39  is  revised  to  incorporate  the  changes  to  the  projected  travel  times  for  the  Central 
Subway  Project  as  follows: 

TABLE  3-11 

IN- VEHICLE  TRAVEL  TIMES  FOR  SELECTED  TRANSIT  TRIPS 


EXISTING  AND  2030  CONDITIONS 


TRANSIT  TRAVEL  TIME  (minutes) 

ORIGIN- 
DESTINATION 

2000 

2030  NO  PROJECT  / 
TSM  ALIGNMENT 

2030  ENHANCED 
EIS/EIR 
ALIGNMENT 

2030  FOURTH  / 
STOCKTON 
ALIGNMENT 
OPTION  A  (LPA) 

2030  FOURTH  / 
STOCKTON 
ALIGNMENT 
OPTION  B 
(MODIFIED  LPA) 

Fourth/King  - 
Market  Street 

8.1 

10.5 

4.4-4.7 

^15 

4.^4^ 

Market  Street  to 
Chinatown  Station^ 

12 

6^ 

23 

Li 

L4 

Fourth/King  - 
Chinatown  Station' 

11.8 

17.0 

7.0 

4.6 

6.3 

Notes:   '  The  Chinatown  Station  is  at  Stockton/Clay  for  the  Enhanced  EIS/EIR  and  Fourth/Stockton  Alignment  Option  A  (LPA) 
Altematiyes,  and  at  StocktonAVashington  for  the  Fourth/Stockton  Option  B  (Modified  LPA)  Alternative. 

2 

Market  Street  is  the  Market  Street  Station  under  Altematiye  2  and  the  Union  Square/Market  Street  Station  under 

Altematiyes  3A  and  3B 
Source:  PBAVong,  April  2007.  Revised  October  2007. 
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The  first  two  sentences,  last  paragraph,  page  3-39  is  revised  as  follows:  • 

"By  2030,  the  No  Project/TSM  Alternative  transit  ridership  demand  in  the  Corridor  is 
expected  to  grow  by  nearly  60-33  percent  over  existing  conditions,  due  to  employment  and 
population  growth  in  the  South  of  Market,  Mission  Bay,  Bayview-Hunters  Point,  and  the 
Financial  districts  (refer  to  Table  3-8).  In  the  base  year  2000,  the  San  Francisco  Model 
inputs  indicate  an  estimated  population  of  58,000  52,120  and  estimated  employment  of 
H2,000  280,700  jobs  within  'A  mile  of  in_the  Central  Subwav  Corridor  (refer  to  Table  1-1)." 

The  first  two  paragraphs,  page  3-40  are  revised  as  follows: 

"Planning  Department,  SFCTA,  and  Association  of  Bay  Area  Government  (ABAG) 
forecasts,  the  population  is  expected  to  grow  to  by  approximately  83,000  96,040  persons 
(plus  44-84  percent)  and  the  employment  is  expected  to  grow  to  177,000  335,030  jobs 
(plus  24-19  percent)  in  the  Central  Subway  Corridor.  This  growth  can  be  compared  to  a 
county -wide  projected  population  growth  of  approximately  -1-8-20  percent  and  employment 
growth  of  about  39-28  percent.,  demonstrating  that  the  The  rate  of  population  growth  in 
the  project  corridor  exceeds  the  rate  of  growth  citvwide,  though  the  employment  growth  is 
lower.  This  growth  could  increase  travel  demand  and  result  in  increased  congestion  on 
surface  streets.  The  travel  time  of  a  transit  trip  between  Fourth  and  King  Streets  and 
Chinatown  would  increase  by  5.2  minutes  when  compared  to  existing  conditions. 

Corridor  transit  ridership  demand  would  increase  by  about  5'1,580  30,900  dailv  trips 
between  2000  and  2030  under  the  No  Project/TSM  Alternative.  The  daily  rail  ridership 
would  increase  by  approximately  60,030  24,600  trips  over  existing  conditions,  but  this 
would  be  offset  by  a  reduction  of  and  the  daily  bus  ridership  would  increase  bv 
approximately  5,150  6,300  trips  (refer  to  Table  3-8).  This  reduction  in  bus  increase  in 
transit  ridership  would  occur  as  a  result  of  service  changes  that  were  implemented  for  the 
T-Third  line,  as  well  as  growth  in  population  and  employment.  Changes  to  transit  services 
in  the  Corridor  between  the  base  year  2000  and  the  year  2030  TSM  included:" 

The  fourth  sentence,  second  paragraph,  page  3-41  is  revised  as  follows: 

"However,  capacities  of  the  light  rail  vehicles  operating  along  the  Muni  Metro  Extension, 
which  connects  service  between  the  Market  Street  subway  and  the  T-Third  Line,  may 
experience  capacity  issues  for  limited  durations  during  the  peak  period  due  to  capacity 
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constraints  on  the  segment  between  the  Embarcadero  Station  and  the  Folsom/Embarcadero 
stop." 

The  last  two  sentences,  second  paragraph,  page  3-41  are  revised  as  follows: 

"The  Muni  97^X/9BX-San  Bruno  Expresses  are  not  expected  to  experience  capacity 
issues,  but  capacity  issues  would  arise  on  the  9AX-San  Bruno  Express.,  with  rRidership 
on  tfes-the  9X-San  Bruno  Express  routes  is  forecast  to  increase  from  approximately  9,320 
10.600  daily  boardings  to  approximately  29,560  23,000  daily  boardings  between  2000  and 
2030.  Table  3-10  indicates  a  peak  period  demand  of  about  5,120  ^1,930  passengers  {at 
Fourth  and  Mission  Streets)  on  the  9X-San  Bruno  Express  lines,  which  is  a  substantial 
increase  over  the  2000  ridership  demand  of  approximately  ^70-3,180  passengers." 

The  last  paragraph,  page  3-41  and  the  first  three  paragraphs,  page  3-42  are  revised  as  follows: 

"Travel  times  between  Fourth  and  King  Streets  and  the  Market  Street  Station  would  be  ^ri 
5.8  minutes  faster  and  travel  times  between  Fourth  and  King  Streets  and  the  Chinatown 
Station  would  be  10.0  minutes  faster  in  the  Enhanced  EIS/EIR  Alternative  than  in  the  No 
Project/TSM  Alternative  due  to  the  replacement  of  buses  traveling  in  mixed-flow  with 
trains  traveling  in  a  semi-exclusive  or  dedicated  right-of-way  (refer  to  Table  3-11).  When 
compared  to  the  existing  conditions  the  travel  time  between  Fourth  and  King  Streets  and 
the  Market  Street  Station  would  be  4A-3A  minutes  faster  and  ^  4.8  minutes  faster  for  the 
trip  between  Fourth  and  King  Streets  and  the  Chinatown  Station. 

As  shown  in  Table  3-8,  the  proposed  light  rail  line  is  expected  to  serve  approximately 
^9rff9^  76,300  trips  per  weekday  in  2030,  or  29,760  51,700  more  daily  riders  than  served 
by  the  T-Third  line  in  the  No  Project/TSM  Alternative,  primarily  due  to  the  more  direct 
aligrmient  providing  cormections  to  the  Union  Square  and  Market  Street  Stations  and  also 
due  to  travel  time  savings  gained  in  the  proposed  tunnel.  A  large  share  of  these  travelers 
are  persons  with  origins  likely  outside  San  Francisco  who  board  the  Central  Subway  at 
Fourth  and  King  near  the  Caltrain  Terminal  and  alight  along  or  board  at  Market  Street 
connecting  from  the  BART  system,  as  shown  in  Table  3-9.  Overall  boardings  on  routes 
serving  the  Third  Street  Corridor  are  expected  to  increase  by  approximately  15,160  21,000 
over  the  No  Project/TSM  Alternative  or  69,7^0  51,900  over  existing  conditions.  The 
increase  of  29,760  51,700  rail  boardings  over  the  No  Project/TSM  Alternative  would  be 
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offset  somewhat  by  a  decline  in  bus  boardings  in  the  corridor  of  approximately  1 '1,600 
30,700. 

The  large  numbers  of  travelers  using  the  Enhanced  EIS/EIR  Alignment  could  exceed  the 
capacity  at  some  point  in  the  future.  The  combined  peak  load  on  the  T-Third  long,  T- 
Third  short,  and  T-Third  very  short  lines  is  predicted  to  be  19,020  26,990  riders  by  2030, 
assuming  5^6-minute  headways  (refer  to  Table  3-11).  The  service  provided  by  two-car 
trains  on  the  T-Third  very  short  line  and  one-car  trains  on  the  T-Third  long  and  short  lines 
may  need  to  be  supplemented  in  the  future  as  growth  occurs  to  meet  Muni  planning 
capacity  standards.  These  capacity  issues  may  be  substantially  alleviated  if  the  Caltrain 
Downtown  Extension  were  implemented  (the  Caltrain  Extension  was  not  included  in  the 
networks  because  it  was  not  part  of  the  fiscally  constrained  RTP).  As  was  the  case  with 
the  No  Project/TSM  Alternative,  demand  projected  for  9AX-San  Bruno  Express  line  may 
exceed  capacity  by  2030.  Ridership  on  tbis-the  9X-San  Bruno  Express  routes  is  forecast 
to  increase  to  6,210  i,930  passengers  (at  Fourth  and  Mission  Streets)." 

The  second  through  fourth  paragraphs,  page  3-43  are  revised  as  follows: 

"Travel  times  between  Fourth  and  King  Street  Station  and  the  Union  Square/Market  Street 
Station  are  assumed  to  be  1 .2  minutes  faster  in  Fourth/Stockton  Alignment  Option  A  than 
in  the  Enhanced  EIS/EIR  Alignment  and  2.4  minutes  faster  between  Fourth  and  King 
Streets  and  the  Chinatown  station  due  to  the  straightening  out  of  the  route  and  a  reduction 
in  the  number  of  stops^  and-  The  travel  time  between  the  Fourth  and  King  Street  Station 
and  the  Chinatown  Station  would  be  12.4  minutes  faster  than  under  the  No  Project/TSM 
Alternative  (refer  to  Table  3-11).  When  compared  to  existing  conditions,  travel  times 
from  Fourth  and  King  Streets  would  be  4S-4.6  minutes  faster  to  Market  Street  and  7.2 
minutes  faster  to  Chinatown  Station. 

As  shown  in  Table  3-8,  when  compared  to  the  No  Project/TSM  Alternative,  the 
Fourth/Stockton  Alignment  Option  A  is  projected  to  serve  about  88,840  77,600  trips  per 
weekday  in  2030,  or  28,810  53,000  more  daily  riders  than  served  by  the  T-Third  line 
operating  along  The  Embarcadero.  This  is  primarily  due  to  the  more  direct  alignment 
providing  connections  to  the  Union  Square/Market  Street  Station  and  also  due  to  the  travel 
time  savings  gained  in  the  proposed  tunnel.  This  is  slightly  fewer  passengers  than  serveds 
1,300  more  passengers  than  by-the  Enhanced  EIS/EIR  AltemativcT,  as  Though  Option  A 
provides  slightly  faster  travel  times— with  the  reduction  in  the  number  of  stops  increases 
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the  walk  timo  to  stations  and  a  more  direct  alignment.  This  out  of  vehicle  time  is  often 
porcoived  by  travelers  to  be  more  onerous  than  time  spent  riding  in  vehicles.  As  was  the 
case  with  the  Enhanced  EIS/EIR  Alternative,  a  large  share  of  the  users  of  the  Central 
Subway  arc  likely  have  trip  origins  outside  San  Francisco;  boarding  the  Central  Subway  at 
the  Fourth  and  King  Station  after  getting  off  Caltrain  and  alighting  at  or  Market  Street 
transferring  from  the  BART  system  (refer  to  Table  3-9).  When  compared  to  the  No 
Project/TSM  Alternative,  overall  boardings  on  routes  serving  the  Third  Street  Corridor  are 
expected  to  increase  by  approximately  14,660  19,000  over  the  No  Project/TSM 
Alternative  or  69,240  ^9,700  over  the  existing  conditions.  The  increase  of  28,810  53,000 
rail  boardings  over  the  No  Project/TSM  Alternative  would  be  offset  by  a  decline  in  bus 
boardings  of  approximately  14,150  34,000. 

As  observed  in  the  Enhanced  ESI/EIR  Alternative,  the  large  numbers  of  travelers  using  the 
Fourth/Stockton  Alignment  Option  A  could  exceed  the  capacity  by  2030.  The  combined 
peak  load  on  the  T-Third  long,  T-Third  short,  and  T-Third  very  short  lines  is  predicted  to 
be  16,710  27,110  riders  (refer  to  Table  3-10).  To  meet  the  Muni  planning  capacity 
standards,  additional  service  may  be  required  as  development  occurs.  As  previously 
noted,  these  capacity  issues  would  be  substantially  alleviated  if  the  Caltrain  Downtown 
Extension  were  implemented.  Once  again,  capacity  issues  may  arise  on  the  9AX-San 
Bruno  Express  line.  Table  3-10  indicates  a  peak  load  of  about  5,270  4,680  passengers  on 
the  9X-San  Bruno  Express  lines  (at  Fourth  and  Mission  Streets)." 

The  third  to  fifth  paragraphs,  page  3-44  and  continuing  on  page  3-45  are  revised  as  follows: 

"For  the  Fourth/Stockton  Alignment  Option  B,  travel  time  between  the  Fourth  and  King 
Station  and  the  Union  Square/Market  Street  Station  is  estimated  to  be  4-:3-1.4  minutes 
slower  and  travel  time  between  Fourth  and  King  Streets  and  the  Chinatown  Station  would 
be  1.7  minutes  slower  than  in  Fourth/Stockton  Alignment  Option  A  due  to  the  presence 
of  an  additional  stop  in  SOMA,  but  travel  times  between  Fourth  and  King  Streets  and 
Chinatown  10.7  minutes  faster  than  under  the  No  Project/TSM  Alternative  (refer  to  Table 
3-1 1).  When  compared  to  existing  conditions,  travel  times  from  Fourth  and  King  Streets 
would  be  ^t6-3.2  minutes  faster  to  Market  Street  and  5.5  minutes  faster  to  Chinatown 
Station. 

The  light  rail  line  in  the  Fourth/Stockton  Alignment  Option  B  is  expected  to  serve 
approximately  99,2^76,600  trips  per  weekday  in  2030,  or  ^9.200-52,000  more  daily 


Central  Subway  Project  Final  SEIS/SEIR  -  Volume  II 


5-43 


5.0:  STAFF  INITIATED  CHANGES 


riders  when  compared  to  the  No  Project/TSM  Alternative  (refer  to  Table  3-8).  It  serves 
10.390  more  LOOP  fewer  passengers  or  one  percent  less  than  served  by  the  light  rail  train 
in  the  Fourth/Stockton  Alignment,  Option  A  Alternative,  primarily  due  to  the  additional 
access  provided  by  slightly  slower  travel  times  resulting  from  the  proposed  surface 
station  on  Fourth  Street.  The  bus  ridership  is  projected  to  decline  on  lines  serving  the 
Corridor,  such  as  the  9X/9AX/9BX-  San  Bruno  Expresses,  30-Stockton,  and  45- 
Union/Stockton,  as  well  as  other  lines  serving  Downtown  San  Francisco  and  SOMA  as  a 
result  of  the  Central  Subway  Project  implementation.  As  was  the  case  with  the  Enhanced 
EIS/EIR  Alternative  and  Fourth/Stockton  Alignment  Option  A,  a  large  share  of  the  users 
of  the  Central  Subway  are  expected  to  have  trip  origins  outside  San  Francisco, 
transferring  to  the  Central  Subway  at  Fourth  and  King  Station  (from  Caltrain)  and 
alighting  or  at  Market  Street  transferring  from  the  BART  system  (refer  to  Table  3-9). 
When  compared  to  the  No  Project/TSM  Alternative,  overall  transit  boardings  on  routes 
serving  the  Third  Street  Corridor  are  expected  to  increase  by  approximately  14,840 
18.400  over  the  No  Project/TSM  Alternative  or  69,420  49,300  over  existing  conditions. 
The  increase  of  39,200  52,000  rail  boardings  over  the  No  Project/TSM  Alternative  would 
be  offset  by  a  decline  of  24.360  33.600  bus  boardings. 

The  Fourth/Stoclcton  Alignment  Option  B  has  the  highest  Central  Subway  ridership  of  the 
four  alternatives  evaluated  and  bBy  2030  the  large  numbers  of  travelers  using  the  Central 
Subway  could  exceed  the  capacity  during  the  peak  hours  under  the  Fourth/Stockton 
Alignment  Option  B  (refer  to  Tables  3-9  and  3-10).  Table  3-10  indicates  that  the  peak 
load  on  the  combined  T-Third  light  rail  lines,  is  projected  to  be  19.720  26,820  by  2030. 
Assuming  the  use  of  Muni  planning  capacity  standards,  additional  rail  service  may  be 
required  to  meet  demand  as  development  along  the  Corridor  and  to  the  south  of  San 
Francisco  occurs.  For  the  FourthyStockton  Alignment  Option  B,  the  9X-San  Bruno 
Express  demand  would  be  less  than  under  all  other  aAltematives  2.  This  is  due  to  a  shift 
in  passengers  disembarking  at  the  Fourth  and  Harrison  Streets  and  Fifth  and  Harrison 
Street  stops,  from  the  9X-San  Bruno  Express  and  other  lines,  to  the  T-Third  light  rail  line 
stop  at  Fourth  and  Brannan  Streets.  The  9AX-San  Bruno  Express  line  could  experience 
capacity  issues." 

Table  3-13,  page  3-47,  as  shown  on  the  following  page,  is  revised  to  incorporate  the  intersection  delays 
and  level  of  service  resulting  from  DPT's  revised  traffic  analysis  completed  in  February  2008. 
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TABLE  3-13 

2030  A.M.  INTERSECTION  LOS  /  AVERAGE  SECONDS  OF  DELAY 


INTERSECTION 

EXISTING 

NO  PROJECT  / 

TSM 
ALTERNATIVE 

ENHANCED 
EIS/EIR 
ALTERNATIVE 

FOURTH / 
STOCKTON 
ALTERNATIVE 
OPTION  A  (LPA) 

FOURTH / 
STOCKTON 
ALTERNATIVE 

OPTION  B 
(MODIFIED  LPA) 

Third  Street  / 
King  Street 

D/  36.1 
D/  35.8 

D/  17.1 
E/61.0 

F/>80.0 

F/>80.0 

F/>80.0 

Fourth  Street  / 
King  Street 

E/  55.9 

E/  69.5 

D/  10.0 
E/  62.6 

E/  61.6 
E/64.1 

E/  5^.6" 
E/64.1' 

Fourth  Street  / 
Harrison  Street 

B/  13.2 
B/  13.5 

E/  66.5 
C/28.0 

CI  31.5 
C/34.8 

C/  31.2 
C/34.8 

F/  75.7 
C/34.1 

Sixth  Street  / 
Brannan  Street 

F/>80.0 

F/>80.0 

F/>80.0 

F/>80.0 

F/>80.0 

Fourth  Street  / 
Bryant  Street 

B/  11.8 
B/  18.9 

B/  11.8 
B/  19.0 

CI  23.8 
CI  23.4 

C/28.2 
C/  27.7 

D/  52.5 
D/51.7 

Bold  shows  Project  related  impact. 

'  The  level  of  service  presented  here  is  for  the  semi-exclusive  flow  option.  The  level  of  service  under  the  mixed-flow  option  would  be  LOS 
D. 

Source:    San  Francisco  Department  of  Parking  and  Traffic,  November  2006,  February  2007,  and  March  2007.  Revised  Februarv  2008. 

Table  3-14,  page  3-48,  as  shown  on  the  following  page,  is  revised  to  incorporate  the  intersection  delays 
and  level  of  service  resulting  from  DPT's  revised  traffic  analysis  completed  in  February  2008. 

The  text  of  Alternative  1  -  No  Project/TSM,  Operations  and  Cumulative  Impacts  on  pages  3-48  to  3-50  is 
revised  as  follows  to  reflect  the  updates  to  the  traffic  analysis  completed  in  February  2008: 

"Under  the  No  Project/TSM  Alternative,  the  roadway  network  in  2030  would  be  similar  to 
existing  conditions,  with  the  exception  of  the  roadway  changes  within  the  proposed 
Mission  Bay  development.  Two  of  tThe  intersections,  Third/King  Fourth/Harrison  and 
Fourth/Bryanti  intersections  would  operate  at  acceptable  levels  of  service,  LOS  D-C  and 
B,  respectively,  in  the  a.m.  peak  hour  and  both  the  Bryant  and  Harrison  Street 
intersections  with  Fourth  Street  would  operate  at  LOS  C  during  the  p.m.  peak  hour.  As 
under  existing  conditions,  many  Three  of  the  Study  Area  intersections  would  operate  at 
LOS  E,  or  worse,  conditions  during  the  a.m.  and  p.m.  peak  period.  LOS  E  or  F  conditions 
would  occur  at  the  following  intersections  under  the  No  Project/TSM  Alternative  (refer  to 
Tables  3-13  and  3-14): 
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TABLE  3-14 
2030  P.M.  INTERSECTION  LOS 


INTERSECTION 

EXISTING 

NO  PROJECT  / 

TSM 
ALTERNATIVE 

ENHANCED 
EIS/EIR 
ALTERNATIVE 

FOURTH / 
STOCKTON 
ALTERNATIVE 
OPTION  A  (LPA) 

FOURTH / 
STOCKTON 
ALTERNATIVE 

OPTION  B 
(MODIFIED  LPA) 

Third  Street  / 
King  Street 

F/>80.0 

F/>80.0 

F/>80.0 

F/>80.0 

F/>80.0 

Fourth  Street  / 
King  Street 

F/>80.0 

F/>80.0 

F/>80.0 

F/>80.0 

F/>80.0' 

r  ourtn  street  / 
Harrison  Street 

B/  19.5 
B/  18.5 

C/  27.6 
CI  27.0 

ul  35.8 
D/35.3 

hi/  65.2 
E/64.6 

t/>o{).\}- 

Sixth  Street  / 
Brannan  Street 

F/>80.0 

F/>80.0 

F/>80.0 

F/>80.0 

F/>80.0 

Fourth  Street  / 
Bryant  Street 

a  20.7 
B/19.6 

CI  30.9 
C/30.4 

B/  18.5 
B/  18.2 

D/  39.5 
CI  24.4 

D/  37.3 
D/  36.9 

Bold  shows  Project  related  impact. 

'  The  level  of  service  presented  here  is  for  the  mixed-flow  and  semi-exclusive  option. 

^  The  level  of  service  presented  here  is  for  the  semi-exclusive  option.  The  level  of  service  for  the  mixed-flow  option  would  be  LOS  E. 

Source:    San  Francisco  Department  of  Parking  and  Traffic,  November  2006,  Februarv  2007,  and  March  2007.  Revised  February  2008. 

•  Third  Street/King  Street  would  degrade  from  LOS  D  to  LOS  E  during  the  a.m.  peak 
hour  and  continue  to  operate  at  LOS  F  during  the  p.m.  peak  hour  with  increased 
delays  due  to  increases  in  traffic  volumes  on  all  approaches, 

•  Fourth  Street/King  Street  would  remain  at  LOS  E  during  the  a.m.  peak  hour  and  LOS 
F  during  the  p.m.  peak  hour  with  increases  in  traffic  volumes  on  all  approaches, 
except  on  the  eastbound  through  movement  in  the  a.m.  peak  hour,  where  congestion 
would  limit  the  traffic  flows,  and 

• — Fourth  Street/Harrison  Street  would  degrade  from  LOS  B  to  LOS  E  during  the  a.m. 
peak  hour  with  significant  increase  in  traffic  volume  to  the  1-80  on  ramp,  and 

•  Sixth  Street/Brannan  Street  would  continue  to  operate  at  LOS  F  during  a.m.  and  p.m. 
peak  hours  but  would  experience  increased  delays  in  the  p.m.  peak  hour. 

Mitigation  Measures 

Given  the  constrained  roadway  space  available  and  limited  opportunities  for  roadway 
restriping  or  signal  enhancements,  none  of  the  LOS  E  and  F  intersections,  except  for  the 
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Fourth  and  Harrison  Streets  intersection  Third/King,  Fourth/King  and  Sixth  Brannan 
Streets,  could  be  reasonably  mitigated  and  are  therefore  considered  cumulative, 
unavoidable  adverse  impacts.  At  the  Fourth/Harrison  Streets  intersection,  the  following 
mitigation  measure  is  recommended: 

•  Fourth  Street/Harrison  Street:  In  2030,  the  Fourth/Harrison  Street  intersection  would 
degrade  to  LOS  E  conditions  during  the  a.m.  peak  hour;  however,  the  intersection's 
performance  could  be  improved  to  LOS  B  conditions  by  adding,  via  striping  changes,  a 

shared  through  and  right  turn  lane  from  Fourth  Street  to  Harrison  Street.  This 

improvement  would  require  parlcing  removal  on  the  east  side  of  Fourth  Street,  from 
Harrison  Street  to  a  point  about  200  feet  to  the  north  for  lane  transition  purposes.  Signal 
timing  changes  would  also  help  improve  the  operating  conditions  by  allocating  the 
appropriate  amount  of  green  time  to  all  approaches." 

The  text  of  Alternative  2  -  Enhanced  EIS/EIR  Alignment,  Operations  and  Cumulative  Impacts  starting 
with  the  fourth  paragraph,  page  3-51  and  continuing  through  the  first  paragraph,  page  3-52  is  revised  as 
follows  to  reflect  the  updates  to  the  traffic  analysis  completed  in  February  2008: 

"Under  Alternative  2,  the  Third  and  King  Streets  intersection  would  degrade  from  LOS  © 
E_to  LOS  F  and  the  Fourth  and  Brvant  Streets  intersection  would  degrade  from  LOS  B  to 
LOS  C  in  the  a.m.  peak  hour  with  the  implementation  of  the  Project.  This  would  result  in 
a  significant  project  impact  for  the  Third/King  Streets  intersection.  The  LOS  operating 
conditions  for  the  other  three  intersections  would  remain  the  same,  with  the  Fourth/King 
Streets  intersection  experiencing  slightly  fewer  delays  than  under  the  No  Proiect/TSM 
Alternative  and  the  Fourth/Harrison  and  Sixth/Brannan  Streets  intersections  experiencing 
slightly  higher  delays.  Cumulative  unavoidable  adverse  impacts  are  expected  to  occur  at 
Third  Street/King  Street  intersection  in  the  a.m.  peak  hour..  Fourth  Street/King  Street 
(p.m.  peak  hour  only),  and  Sixth  Street/Brannan  Street  under  the  No  Project/TSM 
Alternative  as  these  intersections  are  expected  to  perform  at  LOS  E  or  F  conditions  during 
the  a.m.  and/or  p.m.  peak  hours. 

Implementation  of  the  Enhanced  EIS/EIR  Alignment  would  result  in  a  degradation  of 
level  of  service  from  LOS  C  to  LOS  D  at  the  Fourth  Street/Harrison  Street  intersection  and 
exacerbate  the  congested  LOS  F  operations  during  the  p.m.  peak  hours  at  Third 
Street/King  Street^ — Fourth — Street^ng — Street,  and  Sixth  Street/Brannan  Street 
intersections.r-but-At  the  Fourth/Bryant  Streets  intersection,  the  level  of  service  would 
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improve  from  LOS  C  to  LOS  B  with  Alternative  2.  Alternative  2  would  make  a 
considerable  contribution  to  the  cumulative  congestion  only  at  the  Sixth/Brannan  Streets 
intersection.  At  the  Sixth  Street/Brannan  Street  intersection,  Alternative  2  would  increase 
delays  for  vehicles  accessing  the  1-280  on-  and  off-ramps.  The  Project  would  not  make  a 
considerable  contribution  to  the  cumulative  adverse  impacts  at  the  other  two  intersections. 
At  the  Third  Street/King  Street  intersection,  the  increase  in  the  northbound  left  turns  that 
would  cause  greater  delays  than  under  the  No  Project/TSM  Alternative.  At  Fourth 
Street/King  Street,  the  overall  traffic  volume  and  delays  are  is-slightly  less  than  the  No 
Project/TSM  Alternative,  but  the  increase  in  eastbound  left  turns  could  cause  delays  to 
increase. — During  the  a.m.  peak  hours,  the  LOS  operating  conditions  for  two  of  the 
intersections  remain  the  same,  but  would  experience  slightly  fewer  delays  than  under  the 
No  Project/TSM  Alternative.  The  Fourth  Street/King  Street  intersection  would  operate  as 
a  constraint  to  traffic  traveling  southbound  on  Fourth  Street." 

The  text  of  Alternative  3  -  Fourth/Stockton  Alignment  Option  A  (LP A),  Operations  and  Cumulative 
Impacts,  second  paragraph,  page  3-53  is  revised  as  follows  to  reflect  the  updates  to  the  traffic  analysis 
completed  in  February  2008: 

"Under  Alternative  3A,  the  Third  Street/King  Street  intersection  would  degrade  from  LOS 
D-E  to  LOS  F  in  the  a.m.  peak  hour  and  the  Fourth  Street/Harrison  Street  intersection 
would  degrade  from  LOS  C  to  LOS  E  in  the  p.m.  peak  hour  with  the  implementation  of 
the  Project,  resulting  in  a  significant  project  impact.  The  Fourth  Street/Bryant  Street 
intersection  would  degrade  from  LOS  B  to  LOS  C  in  the  a.m.  peak  hour  and  would  remain 
at  LOS  C  in  the  p.m.  peak  hour,  but  would  still  operate  at  an  acceptable  level  of  service. 
Third/King,  Fourth/King,  and  Sixth/Brannan  streets  intersections  are  expected  to  continue 
to  operate  at  LOS  E  or  F  in  the  a.m.  and  p.m.  peak  hours.  Cumulative  unavoidable 
adverse  traffic  impacts  are  expected  to  occur  at  Third  Street/King  Street  (a.m.  peak  hour). 
Fourth  Street/King  Street  (a.m.  and  p.m.  peak  hour),  and  Fourth  Street/Harrison  Street 
(a.m.  and  p.m.  peak  hour).  These  intersections  are  expected  to  perform  at  LOS  E  or  F 
conditions  during  the  a.m.  and/or  p.m.  peak  hours  with  or  without  the  Fourth/Stockton 
Ahgnment  Option  A  (LP A),  but  Alternative  3A  would  have  a  considerable  contribution  to 
the  cumulative  impacts  at  these  intersect^ions  in  the  p.m.  peak  hour.  Implementation  of 
light  rail  would  exacerbate  the  congested  operations  at  the  Fourth  Street/King  Street 
intersection  during  the  p.m.  peak  hours  with  increases  in  the  eastbound  through  volumes 
contributing  to  the  increase  in  delays.    At  Third  Street/King  Street,  the  increases  in 
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eastboimd  left  turn  movements  would  contribute  to  the  increased  delays  at  the  intersection 
and  at  the  Fourth  Street/Harrison  Street  intersection,  the  increase  in  southbound  right  turn 
movements  resulting  from  Alternative  3A  would  contribute  to  the  increased  congestion. 
At  the  Sixth  Street/Brannan  Street  intersection,  the  LOS  operating  conditions  would 
remain  at  LOS  F  during  the  a.m.  and  p.m.  peak  hours,  but  would  experience  slightly  fewer 
higher  delays  than  under  the  No  Project/TSM  Alternative  with  the  reduction  in 
southbound  lanes." 

The  text  of  Alternative  3  -  Fourth/Stockton  Alignment  Option  A  (LP A),  Mitigation  Measures,  first 
paragraph,  page  3-54  is  revised  as  follows  to  reflect  the  updates  to  the  traffic  analysis  completed  in 
February  2008: 

"Project-related  unavoidable  adverse  impacts  are  expected  to  occur  at  the  Fourth/Harrison 
Streets  and  Third/King  Streets  intersections.  Cumulative  unavoidable  adverse  traffic 
impacts,  which  cannot  be  reasonably  mitigated  are  expected  to  occur  by  2030,  with  and 
without  the  light  rail  project,  at  Third  Street/King  Street^  and  Fourth  Street/King  Street^ 
and  Fourth  Street/Harrison  Street.  Alternative  3A  would  have  a  considerable  contribution 
to  these  cumulative  impacts  in  the  p.m.  peak  hour." 

The  text  of  Alternative  3  -  Fourth/Stockton  Alignment  Option  B  (Modified  LP  A),  Operations  and 
Cumulative  Impacts,  third  paragraph,  page  3-55  is  revised  as  follows  to  reflect  the  updates  to  the  traffic 
analysis  completed  in  February  2008: 

"For  Alternative  3B,  when  compared  to  the  No  Project/TSM  Alternative,  the  LOS  at  the 
Third  Street/King  Street  intersection  would  degrade  from  LOS  D-E_to  LOS  F  in  the  a.m. 
peak  hour  and  the  operation  of  the  Fourth  Street/Harrison  Street  intersection  would 
degrade  jfrom  LOS  E  to  LOS  F  in  the  a.m.  peak  hour  and  from  LOS  C  to  LOS  F  in  the 
p.m.  peak  hour  as  a  result  of  the  Project  implementation.  The  intersection  of 
Fourth/Bryant  Streets  would  degrade  from  LOS  B  to  LOS  D  in  the  a.m.  peak  hour  and 
from  LOS  C  to  LOS  D  in  the  p.m.  peak  hour,  but  would  continue  to  operate  at  acceptable 
levels  of  service.  The  intersections  of  Third/King  (a.m.  peak  hour  changes  from  LOS  E  to 
LOS  F),  Fourth/King,  and  Sixth  Brannan  would  continue  to  operate  at  LOS  E  or  LOS  F  in 
the  peak  hours.  Cumulative  unavoidable  adverse  impacts  are  expected  to  occur  at  Third 
Street/King  Street  (a.m.  and  p.m.  peak  hour).  Fourth  Street/Harrison  Street  (p.m.  peak 
hour  only),  and  Fourth  Street/King  Street  (p.m.  peak  hour  only)  intersections. 
Implementation  of  light  rail  would  exacerbate  their  congested  operations  at  these  locations 
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during  the  p.m.  peak  hours  with  either  e^-the  semi-exclusive  or  mixed-flow  street 
configurations.  These  locations  would  experience  greater  delays  in  this  alternative  than  in 
the  No  Project/TSM  Alternative  due  to  overall  increases  in  traffic  volumes,  as  noted  under 
Alternative  3A,  resulting  in  a  considerable  contribution  to  the  cumulative  impacts. 

The  LOS  operating  conditions  at  the  critical  intersections  remain  the  same  or  degrade  one 
level  of  service  during  the  a.m.  peak  hours,  and  would  also  experience  moderately  longer 
delays  than  under  the  No  Project/TSM  Alternative,  except  at  Fourth  Street/King  Street 
intersection  where  overall  traffic  volumes  are  less  than  those  under  the  No  Project/TSM 
Alternative.  The  increased  traffic  at  the  Third/King  Streets  intersection  resulting  from 
Alternative  3B  will  also  result  in  a  considerable  contribution  to  the  cumulative  impacts. 

The  only  differences  in  the  level  of  service  between  the  semi-exclusive  and  mixed-flow 
track  lane  options  are  at  Fourth/King  Streets  and  Fourth/Harrison  Streets.  In  the  a.m. 
peak,  Fourth/King  Streets  performs  at  LOS  E  for  the  semi-exclusive  track  option,  while  it 
operates  at  LOS  D  in  the  mixed-flow  option.  In  the  p.m.  peak,  Fourth/Harrison  Streets 
intersection  performs  at  LOS  F  for  the  semi-exclusive  option  and  LOS  E  for  the  mixed- 
flow  option.  The  improvement  in  the  level  of  service  for  the  mixed-flow  option  could  be 
attributed  to  the  added  capacity  of  the  mixed-flow  lane,  which  would  be  used  by  both  the 
LRVs  and  automobile  traffic." 

Table  3-16,  page  3-60,  as  shown  on  the  following  page,  is  revised  to  correctly  reflect  the  remaining 
parking  spaces  for  the  Townsend  to  Brannan  and  Bryant  to  Harrison  Streets  segments  with  the 
implementation  of  Alternative  3B  and  to  incorporate  new  counts  conducted  by  the  Department  of  Parking 
and  Traffic  for  the  segment  of  Stockton  Street  between  Washington  and  Jackson  Streets. 

The  last  sentence,  last  paragraph,  page  3-62  is  revised  as  follows: 

"At  the  Chinatown  Station  on  Stockton  Street  between  Clay  and  Washington  Streets,  6  of 
the  4^14  parking  spaces  would  be  lost  due  to  the  new  emergency  access  hatch  located  on 
the  west  side  of  the  street  and  the  station  emergency  stairs." 

The  last  sentence,  last  paragraph,  page  3-63  is  revised  as  follows: 

"The  proposed  location  of  the  light  rail  tracks,  platforms,  and  subway  portal  on  Fourth 
Street  would  remove  S3-76_of  the  85  existing  on-street  parking  spaces  (east  side  and  west 
side)  under  the  semi-exclusive  option  and  ^j— 73  spaces  under  the  mixed-flow  option 
between  Townsend  and  Harrison  Streets  (refer  to  Table  3-16)." 
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TABLE  3-16 


2030  PARKING  CONDITIONS  IN  CORRIDOR 


APPROXIMATE  NUMBER  OF  ON-STREET  PARKING  SPACES 

SEGMENT 

NO  PROJECT  /  TSM 
ALTERNATIVE 

ENHANCED  EIS/EIR 
ALTERNATIVE 

FOURTH  /  STOCKTON 
ALTERNATIVE  OPTION 
A(LPA) 

FOURTH  /  STOCKTON 
ALTERNATIVE  OPTION 
B  (MODIFIED  LP  A) 

Third  Street  -  Total  92  Spaces 

Spaces 
Remaining 

Spaces 
Lost 

Spaces 
Remaining 

Spaces 
Lost 

Spaces 
Remaining 

Spaces 
Lost 

Spaces 
Remaining 

Spaces 
Lost 

King  to 

Townsend 

Streets 

23 

0 

0 

-23 

23 

0 

23 

-0 

Townsend  to 

Brannan 

Streets 

35 

0 

35 

0 

35 

0 

35 

-0 

Brannan  to 

Bryant 

Streets 

34 

0 

0 

-34 

34 

0 

34 

-0 

Fourth  Street  -  Total  85  Spaces 

King  to 

Townsend 

Streets 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

-0 

Townsend  to 

Brannan 

Streets 

20 

0 

20 

0 

2 

NB/SB  Portal 

-18 

Semi- 
Exclusiye 
0-2 

Semi- 
Exclusive 
-3^18 

Mixed- 
Flow 
5 

Mixed- 
Flow 
-15 

Brannan  to 

Bryant 

Streets 

36 

0 

0 

-36 

36 

0 

Semi- 
Exclusive 
7 

Semi- 
Exclusive 
-29 

Mixed- 
Flow 
3-7 

Mixed- 
Flow 
-3^-29 

Bryant  to 
Harrison 
Streets 

29 

0 

29 

0 

29 

0 

Both 
0 

Both 
-29 

Stockton  Street  -  Total  26  Spaces 

Geary  to  Post 
Streets 

10 

0 

2 

-8 

5 

-5 

10 

-0 

Clay  to 

Washington 

Streets 

14 

0 

4 

-10 

8 

-6 

10 

-4 

Washington 
to  Jackson 
Streets 

20 

0 

20 

0 

20 

0 

18 

TOTAL 
CORRIDOR 

m221 

0 

90110 

-111 

■mi92 

-29 

Semi- 
Exclusive 
449139 

Scmi- 
ExcIusInc 
-82 

Mixed- 
Flow 
430142 

Mixed- 
Flow 
-^79 

Source:  San  Francisco  Department  of  Parking  and  Traffic,  May  2007  and  January  2008. 

NOTE:  Under  Altematiye  3B  up  to  three  parking  spaces  would  potentially  be  remoyed  on  the  north  side  of  Ellis  Street  to  accommodate  the 

expansion  of  the  One  Stockton  Street  (Apple  Store")  access/eeress  into  the  public  sidewalk  area. 
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The  first  paragraph,  page  3-64  is  revised  as  follows:  • 

"There  would  be  a  loss  of  three  parking  spaces  on  the  north  side  of  Ellis  Street, 
west  of  Stockton  Street,  to  accommodate  the  potential  widening  of  the  existing 
station  access/egress  at  One  Stockton  Street  (the  Apple  Store)  and  letH^six  parking 
spaces  near  the  Chinatown  Station  to  accommodate  emergency  access  to  the 
station." 

The  first  sentence,  second  paragraph,  page  3-64  is  revised  as  follows: 

"Overall,  the  Fourth/Stockton  Alignment  Option  B  (Modified  LP  A)  would  displace  S3-79 
parking  spaces." 

The  last  sentence,  first  paragraph,  page  3-65  is  revised  as  follows: 

"According  to  the  results  from  the  pedestrian  counts,  the  existing  pedestrian  levels  of 
service  at  all  proposed  station  entrances,  which  currently  operate  at  LOS  A,  would 
continue  to  operate  at  LOS  A  except  on  Stockton  Street  at  Maiden  Lane  at  the  Union 
Square  Station  for  Alternative  3  A  and  along  Stockton  Street  at  the  proposed  Chinatown 
Station  for  Alternative  3B  where  sidewalks  would  operate  at  LOS  B  (see  Table  3-17)." 

Table  3-17,  page  3-66  is  revised  as  noted  on  the  following  page.: 

The  second  to  the  last  sentence,  second  paragraph,  page  3-71  is  revised  as  follows: 

"Pedestrian  analysis  for  future  conditions  indicates  that  the  sidewalks  on  the  east  side  of 
Stockton  Street  where  the  station  access  points  are  located  would  operate  at  LOS  A-B." 

The  third  sentence,  first  paragraph,  page  3-78  is  revised  as  follows: 

"For  Fire  Station  #1,  the  following  locations  will  be  upgraded  with  emergency  preemption 
equipment:  Third  and  Howard  Streets,  Third  and  Mission  Streets,  Fourth  and  Howard 
Streets,  Fourth  and  Mission  Streets,  Geary  Street  and  Grant  Avenue,  Geary  and  Powell 
Streets,  and  Geary  and  Pes^Stockton  Streets." 
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Chapter  4.0  Affected  Environment 

The  following  text  is  added  as  a  new  paragraph  following  the  fourth  paragraph  on  page  4-6: 

"Section  812.1.39b  of  the  San  Francisco  Planning  Code  prohibits  demolition  of 
residential  apartment  units  in  the  Chinatown  Residential  Neighborhood 
Commercial  District.  The  Chinatown  Station  site  at  933-949  Stockton  Street  is 
located  in  this  zoning  district  and  would  require  an  amendment  to  the  Planning 
Code  for  the  demolition  of  the  residential  units  at  this  location." 

Chapter  5.0  Environmental  Consequences  and  Mitigation  Measures 

The  last  sentence,  fourth  paragraph,  page  5-18  is  revised  as  follows: 

^^If4The  Recreation  and  Parks  Department  does  not  make  a  has  concurred  with  the  "de 
minimis"  findings  for  this  alternative,  which  satisfies  the  Section  4(f)  report  would  be 
subject  to  review  by  the  Department  of  Interior  review  requirements  (see  Appendix  D." 

The  text  in  the  first  sentence,  second  paragraph,  page  5-3 1  is  revised  as  follows: 

"The  Chinatown  Stations  would  be  centered  on  Clay  Street  at  Stockton  Street,  and  would 
have  a  mezzanine  and  fconcourse^  level  and  one  platform  level." 

The  text  of  the  first  two  sentences,  last  paragraph,  page  5-37  is  revised  as  follows: 

"The  same  as  for  Alternative  2  above,  the  Chinatown  Station  entrance  for  Alternative  3A 
would  be  located  on  the  east  side  of  Stockton  Street  between  Sacramento  and  Clay  Streets 
in  a  new  facility  replacing  an  existing  two-story  building.  The  building  above  the  new 
station  would  be  limited  to  less  than  40  feet  tall  to  reduce  possible  shadows  on  the 
playground  and  tennis  courts  (Willie  "Woo  Woo"  Wong  Playground  )  to  the  east  of  the 
station  allocation." 

The  text  of  the  fourth  sentence,  last  paragraph,  page  5-39  is  revised  as  follows: 

"This  underground  station  would  have  a  mezzanine  and_(concourse)  and  one  platform 
level  for  north  and  southbound  trains." 

The  last  sentence,  fifth  paragraph,  page  5-59  is  revised  as  follows: 
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"Design  measures  to  address  groundwater  flow  to  the  Powell  Street  BART/Muni  Metro 
Station  would  be  incorporated  into  the  Union  Square/Market  Street  Station." 

The  last  sentence,  second  paragraph,  page  5-60  is  revised  as  follows: 

"Design  measures  to  address  groundwater  flow  to  the  Powell  Street  BART/Muni  Metro 
Station  would  be  incorporated  into  the  Union  Square/Market  Street  Station." 

Chapter  6.0  Construction  Methods,  Impacts,  and  Mitigations 

The  second  sentence,  second  paragraph,  page  6-1  is  revised  as  follows: 

"The  impacts  discussion  is  organized  by  environmental  topic  in  the  same  order  as  in 
Chapters  ^  40  and  5.0." 

The  fifth  paragraph,  page  6-20  is  revised  as  follows: 

"Clementina  Street  and  the  adjacent  The  lot  at  the  southwest  comer  of  Clementina  and 
Fourth  Streets  (14,800  square  feet)  presently  occupied  by  a  gas  station  would  serve  as  the 
staging  area  for  the  Moscone  Station  and  the  temporary  construction  shaft." 

The  second  sentence,  fourth  paragraph,  page  6-34  is  amended  as  follows: 

"Although  it  is  not  feasible  to  Temporary  re-routeing  of  the  30-Stockton  and  45- 
Union/Stockton  electric  trolley  bus  hnes  to  alternative  streets  during  the  for  the  entire 
construction  period  (six  to  eight  months)duration,  temporary  re  routing  of  these  lines  may 
be  required." 

The  second  paragraph,  page  6-35  is  revised  as  follows: 

"Re-routing  the  30-Stockton  and  the  45-Union/Stockton  trolley  coaches  would  require 
moving  the  existing  overhead  wires  to  allow  the  trolley  buses  to  reach  lanes  not  presently 
served,  construction  of  new  overhead  wires,  or  temporary  substitution  of  motor  coaches 
for  the  trolley  coaches:  a  cost  that  is  included  in  the  project  cost  estimates.  Use  of 
auxiliary  power  units  (APUs)  may  be  feasible  for  limited  lengths  traveling  downhill  on 
Stockton  Street.  Moving  the  overhead  wires  would  add  substantial  cost  to  the  Project. 
Given  the  length  of  the  construction  and  the  length  of  travel,  and  the  congestion  in  which 
the  buses  would  have  to  maneuver,  use  of  the  auxiliary  power  units  (APUs)  would  not  be 
feasible  for  the  buses  to  travel  off  wire." 
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The  second  sentence,  sixth  paragraph,  page  6-35  is  revised  as  follows: 

"Overhead  trolley  lines  for  the  30-Stockton  and  the  45-Union/Stockton  lines  would  need 
to  be  romoved  temporarily  relocated  for  a  period  of  six  to  eight  months-to  facilitate 
installation  of  the  shoring  and  decking." 

The  second  to  last  sentence,  third  paragraph,  page  6-36  is  revised  as  follows: 

"Also,  Stockton  Street,  between  Geary  and  ElUs  Streets  may  need  to  be  closed  completely 
for  an  estimated  six  to  eight  months  for  installation  of  the  secant  piles  for  the  deep  cut- 
and-cover  platform  section  of  the  station." 

Table  6-2,  page  6-50  is  revised  as  shown  on  the  following  page. 

TABLE  6-2 


ACQUISITION  AND  RELOCATION  REQUIREMENTS 


LOCATION 

REASON  FOR 
ACQUISITION 

ACQUISITION 

RELOCATION 

ALTERNATIVE 

370  Third  Street 
APN  3751-157 

Subway  alignment 

60  square  feet  (easement 
underneath  building) 

No 

Alternative  2 

425  Fourth  Street 
APN  3762-1 12 

Subway  aligrunent 

150  square  feet  (easement 
underneath  building) 

No 

Alternative  2 

255  Third  Street  (Moscone 

Garage) 

APN  3735-060 

Location  of  vent  shafts  for 
Moscone  Station 

Agreement/easement  for 
placement  of  vent  shafts  on  the 
southeast  comer  of  building  and 
elevators  under  the  entrance  at 
northwest  comer 

No 

Alternative  2 

Tehama  Pedestrian  Way 

Location  for  entrance  to 
Moscone  Station  on  Third  Street 

None 

Possible  Vendor 
Relocation 

Alternative  2 

Hearst  Garage 
45  Third  Street 
APN  3707-058 

Location  of  vent  shafts 

Agreement/easement  for 
locating  vent  shafts  inside  space 
in  garage  (30  parking  spaces 
displaced). 

No 

Altemative  2 

Union  Square  Garage 
APN  0308-001 

Location  of  vent  shafts  and 
entrance  to  Union  Square  Station 

Agreement  for  locating  vent 
shafts  and  station  entry  in  the 
Union  Square  terrace  and  plaza, 
(29  parking  spaces  displaced  in 
Alternatives  2  and  3A;  34 
parking  spaces  displaced  in 
Alternative  3B) 

No 

Alternative  2  and 
Altemative  3A, 
Altemative  3B 

814-828  Stockton  Street 
APN  0225-014 

Location  of  vent  shafts  and 
entrance  to  Chinatovra  Station 

4,600  square  feet  (acquisition 
entire  lot) 

Yes 

Alternative  2  and 
Alternative  3A 

266  Fourth  Street 
APN3733-093 

Location  of  vent  shafts  and 
entrance  to  Moscone  Station  on 
Fourth  Street 

14,800  square  feet  (entire  gas 
station  lot) 

Yes 

Altcmatixc  3A 
Altcmatixc  3B 

790  798  Market  Street 
APN  0328  002 

Easement 

Market  Stroot  tunnel 

N« 

Altomalivo  3A 
Altomntivo  3B 

801  Market  Street 
APN  3705-048 
COldNawl 

Subwav  alignment 

1.700  square  feet  easement 
underneath  the  building 

No 

Alternative  3A 
Altemative  3R 

44  Stockton  Street 

Subway  alignment 

5  square  feet  (Easement  A 
underneath  building) 

No 

Altemative  3A 
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790-798  Market  Strect/2 
Stockton  Street 
APN  0328-002  and  37052- 
001  to  004 
(Virgin  Records) 

Subway  alignment 

3,900  square  feet  easement  for 
Option  A  and  3,300  square  feet 
easement  for  Option  B  (Option 
A  easement  area  underneath 
building) 

No 

Alternative  3A 
Alternative  3B 

BART  Entries  on  Market 
Street  at  Powell  Station 

Access  to  station 

None  -  Use  Agreement 

No 

Alternative  3A 
Alter  native  3B 

123  O'Farrell  Street 
(Ellis/O'Farrell  Garage) 
APN  0327-021 

Location  of  vent  shafts 

Agreement  for  locating  vent 
shafts  in  the  parking  garage.  24 
parking  spaces  displaced 

No 

Alternative  3B 

933-949  Stockton  Street 
APN  0211-001 

Location  of  vent  shafts  and 
entrance  to  Chinatown  Station 

10,100  square  feet  (acquisition 
of  entire  lot) 

Yes 

Alternative  3B 

1455  Stockton  Street 

Subway  alignment  for  North 
Beach  Tunnel  Construction 
Variant 

1 ,400  square  feet  (easement 
underneath  building) 

No 

Alternative  3A 
Alternative  3B 

Sidewalk  Basements  - 
Various  Locations 

Station  construction  at  Union 
Square  and  on  Market  Street 
between  Third  Street  and  the 
Montgomery  Station 
(Alternative  2). 

Revocation  of  permits  for  use  of 
public  right-of-way 

No 

All  Alternatives 

Source:  PBAVong,  2007 

The  following  new  paragraph  is  added  following  the  fifth  paragraph,  page  6-47  is  revised  as  follows: 

"An  amendment  of  the  Planning  Code,  which  prohibits  the  demolition  of  residential 
apartment  units  in  the  Chinatown  Residential  Neighborhood  Commercial  District,  would 
be  required  for  the  Chinatown  Station.  The  impacts  would  be  the  same  as  those  discussed 
in  Section  6.5.2,  Property  Acquisition. 

The  third  sentence,  paragraph  five,  page  6-53  is  revised  as  follows: 

"The  Department  of  Recreation  and  Parks  would  need  to  authorize  a  long  term 
encroachment  permit  for  the  use  of  Union  Square  plaza  and  a  Section  4(f)  approval  would 
also  be  required." 

The  following  text  is  added  at  the  end  of  the  last  paragraph,  page  6-53: 

"An  amendment  to  the  San  Francisco  Plarming  Code  would  be  required  for  the  demolition 
of  the  residential  apartment  units  at  this  station  site  and  the  mitigation  measures  would  be 
the  same  as  those  proposed  for  acquisition  of  the  parcels." 

The  first  sentence,  third  paragraph,  page  6-76  is  revised  as  follows: 

"Although  this  would  not  be  considered  a  mitigation  measure  to  a  less-than-significant 
effect,  if  the  historic  building  at  814-828  Stockton  Street  is  demohshed,  then  it  would  be 
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Standard  practice  to  perform  Historic  American  Buildings  Survey/Historic  American 
Engineering  Record  (HABS/HAER)  documentation." 

The  first  sentence,  first  paragraph,  page  6-79  is  revised  as  follows: 

.  .Street  served  the  immediate  need  for  lodging  and  shop  space  by  Chinese  merchants  in 
the  aftermath  of  a-the  1906  natural  disaster." 

The  first  sentence,  second  paragraph,  page  6-79  is  revised  as  follows: 

"Within  the  block  (Block  211),  the  three  remaining  buildings  on  the  west  side  of  Stockton 
Street  are  also  contributing  elements  to  the  historic  district,  and  other  important  buildings 
are  nearby,  including  the  Commodore  School,  the  Chinese  Methodist  Episcopal  Church, 
Presbvterian  Church  in  Chinatown,  and  the  Gum  Moon  Residence." 

The  first  sentence,  second  paragraph,  page  6-82  is  revised  as  follows: 

Although  this  would  not  be  considered  a  mitigation  measure  to  a  less-than-significant 
effect,  if  the  historic  building  at  933-949  Stockton  Street  is  demolished,  then  it  would  be 
standard  practice  to  perform  Historic  American  Buildings  Survey/Historic  American 
Engineering  Record  (HABS/HAER)  documentation  "." 

Chapter  7.0  CEQA  Considerations 

The  last  two  paragraphs  on  page  7-8  are  revised  as  follows  to  incorporate  the  revised  traffic 
analysis  prepared  by  DPT: 

"Under  the  No  Project/TSM  Alternative,  traffic  congestion  and  delays  would  increase  at 
all  of  the  five  intersections  analyzed.  The  Third/ICing  and  Fourth/Harrison  Streets 
intersections  would  degrade  from  LOS  D  to  LOS  E,  the  Fourth/King  Streets  intersection 
would  continue  to  operate  at  LOS  E,  and  Sixth/Brannan  Streets  intersection  would 
experience  increased  delays  at  LOS  F  in  the  a.m.  peak  hour.  In  the  p.m.  peak  hour,  the 
Third/King,  Fourth/King,  and  Sixth/Braiman  Streets  intersections  would  continue  to 
operate  at  LOS  F.  Under  all  Build  Alternatives,  the  Third/King,  Fourth/King,  and 
Sixth/Brannan  Streets  intersections  would  operate  at  LOS  F  in  the  a.m.  or  p.m.  peak  hours. 
The  Project  would  have  a  cumulatively  considerable  contribution  to  the  2030  adverse 
cumulative  impact  at  the  following  locations:  Sixth/Brannan  Streets  intersection  for 
Alternative  2t  and  Third/King^  and  Fourth/King  for  Alternatives  3 A  and  3B,  and 
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Fourth/Harrison  Streets  intersections  for  Alternative  3  A  and  3B  (see  Tables  E-12  and  E-13 
in  Appendix  E).  This  determination  was  based  on  the  examination  of  traffic  volumes  for 
the  traffic  movements  which  determine  overall  LOS  intersection  performance. 

For  Alternative  2,  twe-three  of  the  five  intersections  analyzed  would  operate  at  LOS  E  or  F 
conditions  for  Cumulative  2030  conditions  during  the  a.m.  peak  hour  and  three  of  the  five 
intersections  analyzed  would  operate  at  LOS  E  or  F  conditions  for  Cumulative  2030 
conditions  during  the  p.m.  peak  hour.  There  would  be  a  project-specific  significant  traffic 
impact  at  the  Third/King  intersection  compared  to  No  Project/TSM  conditions  due  to  a 
deterioration  of  LOS  from  D-E_to  F  for  the  a.m.  peak  hour.  The  Project's  share  of  future 
traffic  growth  at  the  Sixth/Brannan  Streets  intersection  would  constitute  a  cumulatively 
considerable  contribution  to  adverse  2030  cumulative  traffic  conditions  for  the  p.m.  peak 
hour.  Alternative  2  contributions  to  adverse  cumulative  conditions  were  found  to  be 
significant,  in  particular,  as  under  Alternative  2  project-related  traffic  would  constitute 
substantial  percentages  for  critical  volume  movements  that  would  operate  with  adverse 
conditions.  As  project-related  traffic  would  represent  a" 

The  Transit,  Operation/Cumulative  Impacts  in  Table  7-2,  page  7-10  are  revised  as  noted  on  the  following 
pages. 

The  Traffic,  Operation/Cumulative  Impacts  and  Mitigation  Measures  in  Table  7-2,  page  7-1 1  and  7-12  are 
revised  as  noted  on  the  following  pages. 

The  Parking,  Operation/Cumulative  Impacts  for  Alternative  3B  in  Table  7-2,  page  7-14  is  revised  as  noted 
on  the  following  pages. 

The  Land  Use  Construction  Impacts  for  Alternative  3B  in  Table  7-2,page  7-18  is  revised  as  noted  on  the 
following  pages. 

The  Socioeconomic  Construction  Impacts  for  Alternative  3B  in  Table  7-2,page  7-19  is  revised  as  noted  on 
the  following  pages. 

The  first  sentence,  third  paragraph,  page  7-46  is  revised  as  follows: 

"For  Alternative  3 A,  there  would  be  a  project-specific  significant  traffic  impact  at  the 
Third/King  Streets  intersection  compared  to  No  Project/TSM  conditions  due  to  a 
deterioration  of  LOS  from  D-E^to  F  for  the  a.m.  peak  hour  and  Fourth/Harrison  Streets  due 
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to  a  deterioration  of  LOS  C  to  LOS  ¥—E  in  the  p.m.  peak  hour  compared  to  No 
Project/TSM  conditions." 

The  second  paragraph,  page  7-47  is  revised  as  follows: 

"For  Alternative  3B,  the  impacts  would  be  the  same  as  described  for  Alternative  3A, 
except  that  at  the  Fourth/Harrison  Streets  intersection  there  would  also  be  a  Project 
specific  impact  in  the  a.m.  peak  hour  where  level  of  service  would  degrade  from  LOS  E  to 
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LOS  F  and  the  LOS  would  degrade  from  LOS  C  to  LOS  F  in  the  p.m.  peak  hour  the 
Project's  share  of  future  traffic  growth  would  also  constitute  a  cumulatively  considerable 
contribution  to  adverse  2030  cumulative  traffic  conditions  at  the  Third/King  Streets 
intersection  in  the  a.m.  peak  hour." 

The  first  sentence,  last  paragraph,  page  7-47  is  revised  as  follows: 

"Alternatives  2  and  3 A  would  result  in  the  displacement  of  10  small  businesses  (10  or 
fewer  employees  per  business)  and — 1 — or  2  residential  units  in  the  Chinatown 
neighborhood  at  814-828  Stockton  Street  for  construction  of  the  proposed  Chinatown 
Station." 

Chapter  8.0  Financial  Feasibility 

The  second  through  fourth  sentences,  first  paragraph,  page  8-1  are  revised  as  follows: 

"The  primary  basis  for  this  section  is  the  MTA's  Central  Subway  FY  3OO8-2009  New 
Starts  Report,  Financial  Plan,  which  was  prepared  in  2006  2007,  although  this  section 
also  includes  in  addition  to  updated  costs  estimates  and  revenue  projections  for  Project 
alternatives,  which  that  have  been  provided  by  the  MTA  and  its  consultants.  The  analysis 
is  not  required  for  CEQA  environmental  review,  but  is  presented  for  informational 
purposes  as  a  financial  plan  is  an  important  element  of  the  federal  and  local  project 
approval  process.  Total  forecast  oOperating  and  capital  costs  are  compared  to  operating 
and  non  operating  revenues  from  federal,  state  and  local  sources  to  determine  the 
financial  feasibility  of  the  Project  alternatives." 

The  last  sentence,  second  paragraph,  page  8-1  is  revised  as  follows: 

"The  MTA  expects  to  update  the  Project  financial  plan  in  September  2007  2008." 

The  fifth  paragraph,  page  8-4  is  revised  as  follows: 

"Preliminary  estimates  predict  that  utility  relocations  for  the  Central  Subway  will 
commence  in  2010  2009  with  heavy  construction  scheduled  to  begin  in  2011  2010.  The 
start  of  revenue  service  Completion  of  construction  is  scheduled  for  2016  for  Alternative 
3B  and  2017  for  Alternative  2  and  Alternative  3 A." 

The  second  sentence,  second  paragraph,  page  8-5  is  revised  as  follows: 
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"Alternative  3B  is  similar  to  Alternative  3  A,  but  its  cost  estimates  differ  in  part  because 
of  a  shorter  tunnel  (with  a  longer  surface  line),  four  stations  (the  fourth  is  a  surface 
platform),  and  a  shorter  (one  year  six  months  less)  construction  period  than  the  other 
build  alternatives." 

The  first  sentence,  last  paragraph,  page  8-5  is  revised  as  follows: 

"Other  differences  in  Alternative  2  that  affect  the  alternatives  cost  estimates  include: 
operation  as  a  surface  line  on  both  Third  and  Fourth  Streets,  south  of  Harrison  Street;  two 
portals  (one  on  Third  Street  and  one  on  Fourth  Street)  rather  than  one  portal;  a  tuimel 
under  Third  Street  instead  of  in  addition  to  Fourth  Street,  and  five  stations  (four 
underground  and  one  surface)." 

The  second  through  the  fourth  sentences,  paragraph  one,  page  8-6  are  revised  as  follows: 

"A  second  independent  line  (The  T-Third  Short  Line)  is  anticipated  to  operate  between 
Chinatown  and  a  turnaround  loop  near  18th  Street  and  the  T-Third  Very  Short  Line  is 
planned  to  operate  between  Chinatown  and  Fourth  and  Berry  Streets.  Service  levels  are 
planned  for  single  car  trains  on  the  T-Third  Long  and  Short  lines  and  two-car  trains  on 
the  T-Third  Very  Short  Line  operating  at  fi¥e-six-minute  peak  period  and  10-minute 
midday  frequencies  on  each  line.  For  Alternative  3B  (the  LP  A  as  selected  in  February 
2008),  tThis  would  require  three  additional  LRVs,  plus  one  spare,  for  a  total  of  four 
additional  LRVs  in  2030.  For  Alternative  2,  it  would  require  six  additional  LRVs  (five 
peak  plus  one  spare)  and  for  Alternative  3A,  it  would  require  three  additional  LRVs  (two 
peak  plus  one  spare)." 

The  second  through  the  fourth  paragraphs,  page  8-6  are  revised  as  follows: 

"Basis  for  Rail  Estimating  Operation  and  Maintenance  Costs 

Light  rail  operating  expenses  were  estimated  in  four  major  cost  categories: — vehicle 
operations, — vehicle — maintenance, — non  vehicle — maintenance, — and — general — and 
administrative.  Total  MTA  costs  including  the  Central  Subway  Project  were  estimated 
by  using  FY2005  MTA  data  to  calculate  cost  ratios  (e.g.,  $37.13  per  train  revenue  hour 
for  vehicle  operator  salaries  and  wages)  for  subcategories  of  the  four  major  categories 
and  multiplying  the  ratios  by  an  appropriate  cost  driver  (e.g.,  revenue  car  miles,  number 
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of  service  and  inspection  yards,  etc.). — The  MTA  has  assumed  that  rail  operating  and 
maintenance  (O&M)  costs  increase  at  a  rate  of  3.5  percent  per  year  on  average- 
Basis  for  Other  Costs 

MTA  system  operating  expenses  for  motor  bus,  trolley  bus,  and  cable  car  were  estimated 
using  the  same  major  cost  categories  and  methodology  as  rail  costs. — Similar  to  the  rail 
costs,  the  MTA  has  assumed  that  bus  and  cable  car  O&M  costs  increase  3.5  percent  per 
year  on  average. 

The  system  wide  Operations  and  Maintenance  (O&M)  expenses  were  estimated  by 
applying  the  results  of  an  O&M  cost  model  developed  for  the  Transit  Effectiveness 
Project  (TEP)  and  the  FY  2009  Central  Subway  New  Starts  Report  submission  to  the 
FTA. 

The  O&M  cost  model  is  disaggregate  and  resource  build-up  in  structure,  consistent  with 
the  approach  suggested  by  the  Federal  Transit  Administration  (FTA).  Line  item  costs  are 
determined  according  to  the  quantity  of  service  supplied  and  other  system  characteristics. 
Expenses  are  classified  as  fixed  and/or  variable  (a  driving  variable  drives  the  variable 
costs).  Costs  are  broken  out  by  class  so  appropriate  inflation  rates  can  be  applied  to 
project  future  costs  for  labor,  fringes,  and  energy  costs,  which  historically  have  varied 
significantly  from  each  other. 

The  O&M  cost  model  was  calibrated  and  unit  costs  computed  based  on  the  SFMTA  FY 
2006  actual  operating  expenses,  staffing  costs,  and  levels  of  service  provided.  The 
following  inflation  factors  were  applied  to  FY  2006  dollars  to  forecast  unit  costs  in  year- 
of-expenditure  dollars. 

•  Salaries  and  Wages:  San  Francisco  Consumer  Price  Index  -  All  Urban  Consumers 
(CPI-U)  +  0.5%,  based  on  historical  growth  in  salaries  and  wages 

•  Health  Benefits:  Historical  growth  in  healthcare  expenses  of  10% 

•  Other  Benefits:  San  Francisco  CPI-U  -  All  Items 

•  Fuel  and  Lubes:  Crude  Oil  Price:  West  Texas  Intermediate  -  Sweet  Wellhead 

•  Materials  &  Supplies:  San  Francisco  CPI-U  -  All  Items 
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•  Propulsion  Electricity:  San  Francisco  CPI-U  -  Electricity 

•  Other:  San  Francisco  CPI-U  -  All  Items 
Factors  That  May  Alter  Operating  Cost  Estimates 

Altering  the  following  variables  in  the  operating  plan  for  the  Central  Subway  Project 
would  change  the  operating  cost  forecasts:  number  of  peak  cars;  car  revenue  miles;  train 
revenue  hours;  subway  stations;  one  way  route  miles;  and  number  of  service  and 
inspection  yards.  The  O&M  cost  model  estimates  unit  costs  using  a  variety  of  variables, 
including  peak  vehicles,  revenue  bus/train  hours,  weekday  peak  revenue  bus/train  hours, 
revenue  vehicle  miles,  ridership,  manned  stations,  wayside  or  surface  platforms, 
maintenance  garages,  power  sub-stations,  miles  of  trolley  wire  lines,  and  track  miles. 
Some  of  these  variables  were  broken  out  to  associate  mode-specific  costs  to  the  mode- 
specific  variable.  Any  change  in  the  value  of  these  variables  would  affect  the  forecast  of 
O&M  costs  for  the  baseline  and  the  build  alternatives." 

The  first  two  paragraphs  and  Table  8-2,  page  8-7  are  revised  as  follows: 

"The  projected  incremental  operating  costs  for  both  the  T-Third  line  (lOS)  and  Central  Subway 
Alternatives  are  summarized  in  Table  8-2  in  year  of  expenditure  dollars  (YOE).  All  Project  a 
Alternatives  3A  and  3B  are  expected  to  result  in  a  net  operating  cost  savings  relative  to  the  No 
Project/TSM  Alternative,  however.  Alternative  2  would  result  in  a  net-operating  increase.  The 
2016  figures  represent  the  cost  at  the  startup  of  the  Central  Subway  operations,  while  the  2030 
figures  are  for  a  selected  forecast  year. 

Comparative  Discussion 

Due  to  a  faster  and  more  direct  alignment,  Alternative  3A  creates  an  annual  reduction  of  2,400 
40,300  LRV  car  hours  on  the  Central  Subway  Corridor  and  a  system-wide  annual  reduction 
increase  of  27,800  11,900  car  hours  when  compared  to  the  No  Project  Alternative.  Alternative 
3A  would  also  reduce  the  number  of  system-wide  annual  bus  hours  by  76,400.  Alternative  3B 
would  save  the  same  number  of  annual  bus  hours,  however,  it  would  increase  reduce  the  annual 
LRV  car  hours  by  6^000-39^000  on  the  Central  Subway  Corridor  while  reducing  increasing  by 
19,-100  13,200  system-wide  LRV  hours  compared  to  the  No  Project/TSM  Alternative. 
Alternative  2  would  result  in  yields  an  annual  increase  decrease  of  7,100  33,100  LRV  car  houi's,  a 
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system-wide  annual  reduction  increase  of  18,300  19,100  car  hours,  and  would  reduce  the  number 
of  system-wide  annual  bus  hours  by  76,400  when  compared  to  the  No  Project/TSM  Alternative." 


TABLE  8-2 

CENTRAL  SUBWAY  INCREMENTAL  OPERATING  COSTS  (IN  YOE$  MILLIONS) 

No  Project/TSM 
Alternative 

Alternative  2 

Alternative  3A 

Alternative 
3B 

2016 

$707.9  $852.61 

$693.1  $852.73 

$69^0  $849.65 

$493^ 
$849.41 

2030 

$1,115.9 
$1,261.49 

$1,122.3 
$1,262.13 

$1,121.7 
$1,257.77 

$1,122.1 
$1,258.31 

Difference  from  No  Project/TSM  Alternative 

2016 

N/A 

($11.5U.011 

^i4S  $2.96) 

($44^  $3.20) 

2030 

N/A 

($23.6)  $0.64 

^$34^3  $3.72) 

^$2^$3.18) 

Note:  YOE  is  Year  of  Expenditure. 

Source:  MTA.  Mav  2007  AECOM  Consult,  Inc.  April  2008. 

The  last  paragraph,  page  8-7  and  continuing  on  to  page  8-8  is  revised  as  follows: 

"A  total  of  $432.2  $473  million  in  state  and  local  capital  funding  has  been  committed  to 
the  Central  Subway  Project.  In  addition,  the  MTA  is  currently  seeking  $762.2  million  in 
federal  "New  Starts"  funding,  for  a  total  of  $1,19^.^  $1,235  million  in  capital  funding 
identified  for  the  Project.  These  sources  are  discussed  in  this  section.  Only  Alternative 
3B  is  fullv  funded;  and-the  steps  that  the  MTA  is  taking  to  overcome  the  capital  funding 
shortfalls  for  the  other  alternatives  are  discussed  in  Section  8.1.4.  MTA's  funding  plan 
for  the  Central  Subway  Project  alternatives  are  is_displayed  in  Table  8-3." 

Table  8-3,  page  8-8  is  revised  as  follows: 

TABLE  8-3 


CENTRAL  SUBWAY  CAPITAL  FUNDING  PLAN  (IN  SMILLIONS) 


Source 

Amount 

Federal  -  5309  New  Starts 

$762 

State 

$306 

Local 

$434167 

Total 

$4Tmi,235 

Source:  MTA  Central  Subway  FY200«9  New  Starts  Financial  Plan 

The  first  through  third  sentences,  third  paragraph,  page  8-8  is  revised  as  follows: 

"The  MTA  is  seeking  a  minimum  of  $762.2  million  in  Section  5309  New  Starts  funding. 
The  MTA  started  receiving  New  Starts  funds  for  the  Central  Subway  Project  in  FY  2003. 
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To  date,  the  MTA  has  received  $45.3  milHon  in  New  Starts  funds  as  follows:  $1.5  million 
in  2003;  $8.9  million  in  2004;  $9.9  milHon  in  2005;  TOd-$25  million  in  2006.  and  SI  1.74 
million  approved  for  2008.  These  fiinds  were  allocated  for  preliminary  engineering  and 
environmental  review.  The  Central  Subway  Project  still-needs  to  complete  Preliminary 
Engineering  and  enter  Final  Design  before  it  is  eligible  to  receive  an  FFGA,  and  the  federal 
government's  allocation  of  New  Starts  funding  to-date  does  not  guarantee  that  the  Central 
Subway  Project  will  receive  an  FFGA." 

The  last  sentence,  third  paragraph,  page  8-8  is  revised  as  follows: 

"In  FTA's  FY  200S9  New  Starts  Report  to  Congress,  the  Central  Subway  Project 
(Alternative  3AB)  received  a  "Medium"  Overall  Rating,  a  "Medium"  Local  Financial 
Commitment  Rating,  a  "Medium"  Project  Justification  Rating,  a  "Medium-tew"  Cost 
Effectiveness  Rating,  and  a  "High"  Transit  Supportive  Land  Use  Rating." 

The  second  sentence,  sixth  paragraph,  page  8-9  is  revised  as  follows: 

"Muni  The  MTA  has  either  planned,  programmed,  or  been  awarded  funding  for  all  capital 
projects  in  the  State  of  Good  Repair  CIP,  which  includes  the  capital  projects  needed  to 
maintain  the  current  level  of  service  as  well  as  the  Central  Subway  Project  Alternative 
3AB." 

Pages  8-12  and  8-13  are  revised  as  follows: 
"Operating  Sources 

Project  Specific  Transit  Farebox  and  Non-farebox  Operating  Revenue  Sources 

In  2030  tThe  MTA^s  estimates  that  the  of  additional  annual  fare  revenues  by-from  the 
Central  Subway  Project  would  be  is  $9tO-7.0  million  per  year  for  Alternative  3A,  based  on 
the  estimated  change  in  ridership  and  an  increase  in  the  average  fare  that  is  consistent  with 
the  MTA's  estimate  for  inflation  23  percent  per  year).  Alternative  3B  is  predicted 
projected  to  generate  slightly  less  incremental  annual  revenues  of  $^t^6.6  million  and 
Alternative  2  is  expected  to  generate  $44t^5.6  million  more  than  the  No  Project/TSM 
Alternative.  The  operating  revenue  estimates  are  shown  in  Table  8-7.  MTA  has  assumed 
that  the  Central  Subway  Project  will  generate  the  same  non-farebox  operating  revenue  as 
the  No  Project/TSM  Alternative." 
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TABLE  8  7 

2030  CENTR.\L  SUBWAY  OPER.\TING  RE>^ENUES  (NOMINAL$) 


Alternative  2 

Alternative  3A 

Alternative  3B 

Boardings  with  Central  Subway 

283,281,830 

281,333,060 

281,151,120 

Boardings  for  No  Project/TSM  Alternative 

27d,528,660 

271,528,660 

271,528,660 

Change  in  Boardings 

8,756,170 

6,801,105 

6,622,761 

$^ 

Average  Fare 

Faro  Revenue  Generated  by  Central  Subway 

£11,615,710 

$9,019,860 

$8,808,280 

Note: — Eotimatos  dovolopod  uoing  MTA  methodology  from  MTA  Control  Subway  F Y2008  Now  Starts  Financial  Plan,  Figuro  1 5  and 
updated  MTA  boarding  ootimatoo. 
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TABLE  8-7 

2030  CENTRAL  SUBWAY  OPERATING  REVENUES  (YOE$) 


Alternative  2 

Alternative  3  A 

Alternative  3B 

Lieht  Rail,  Bus  Trollev  Bus,  and  Historic  Streetcar 

Boardings  with  Central  Subwav 

262.855.770 

265.115.520 

264.783.700 

Boardings  for  No  Proiect/TSM  Alternative 

259.444.570 

259.447.570 

259.447.570 

Change  in  Boardings 

3.408.200 

5.66.950 

5.336.130 

Average  Fare 

$0.98 

$0.98 

$0.98 

Fare  Revenue  Generated  bv  Central  Subwav 

$3,325,750 

$5,530,840 

$5,207,040 

Cable  Car 

Boardings  with  Central  Subway 

11.717.740 

11.591.460 

11.573.020 

Boardings  for  No  Proiect/TSM  Alternative 

11.329.200 

11.329.200 

11.329.200 

Change  in  Boardings 

388.540 

262.260 

243.820 

Average  Fare 

$5.79 

$5.79 

$5.79 

Fare  Revenue  Generated  bv  Central  Subwav 

$2,250,580 

$1,519,120 

$5,579,950 

Total  Change  in  Boardings 

3,796,740 

5,930,210 

5,579,950 

Total  Fare  Revenue  Generated  bv  Central  Subwav 

$5,576,330 

$7,049,950 

$6,619,330 

Note:    YOE  is  Year  of  Expenditure. 

Estimates  developed  using  MTA  methodolopv  from  MTA  Central  Subwav  FY2009  New  Starts  Financial  Plan  and  updated  MTA 
boarding  estimates. 

"Systemwide 

The  MTA  has  estimated  the  amount  of  revenue  available  for  operating  and  maintaining 
the  New  Starts  Project  while  maintaining  the  existing  and  proposed  level  of  service.' 
This  estimate  is  shown  in  Table  8-8.  It  also  assumes  two  new  revenue  measures 
requiring  third  party  approval.  The  first  of  these  is  an  increase  to  the  parking  tax  of  10 
percent,  from  the  current  rate  of  25  percent  to  a  proposed  rate  of  35  percent.  The  MTA's 
analysis  assumes  it  would  be  approved  by  voters  in  FY2008  that  was  approved  by  voters 
in  November  2007  and  will  begin  to  generate  additional  revenues  in  FY2009.  The 
second  new  revenue  source  MTA  staff  is  currently  pursing  is  the  development  of  a 
Transit  Operations  fee,  proactive  management  of  parking  collections  in  on-street  meters 
and  off-street  parking  facilities  generating  an  expected  increase  of  $30  million  annually. 

The  MTA's  operating  financial  plan  is  based  on  its  estimates  of  long  term  growth  trends 
rather  than  the  budget  estimate  or  requirements  for  any  given  year.^ — The  MTA  has 


1  Maintaining  existing  service  levels  is  required  to  receive  a  Federal  New  Starts  Full  Funding  Grant  Agreement. 
3 — MTA  Central  Subway  FY2008  Now  Starts  Financial  Plan,  p.  10  27. 
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indicated  that  deficits  or  surpluses  shown  in  Table  8  8  are  for  planning  purposes  only,  and 
arc  intended  to  flag  years  in  which  revenue" 

The  first  paragraph,  page  8-14  is  revised  as  follows: 

"enhancements  or  cost  cutting  measures  are  needed,  or  to  alert  the  MTA  to  years  in 
which  contributions  to  a  Contingency  Fund  or  service  enhancements  may  be  possible. 
By  law,  the  MTA  must  have  a  balanced  operating  budget  every  year." 

The  first  sentence,  second  paragraph,  page  8-14  is  revised  as  follows: 

"The  surplus/deficit  line  annual  cash  balance  is  not  an  indication  that  the  MTA  has  the 
ability  to  build  up  a  capital  reserve  or  channel  surplus  operating  revenues  into  capital 
projects." 

The  third  and  fourth  paragraphs,  page  8-14  are  revised  as  follows: 

"Based  on  the  MTA's  estimates  of  the  capital  cost  for  Alternative  3B,  this  is  the  only 
alternative  that  is  fully  funded.  Both  Alternative  2  and  3A  would  have  funding  shortfalls 
based  on  the  current  funding  plan.  3A,  $424  million  in  local  capital  funding  is  still 
unidentified.  The  Central  Subway  is  expected  to  result  in  a  net  operating  surplus  on  a 
project  level  basis. 

If  the  MTA  identifies  $424  million  in  local  capital  funding,  it  estimates  that  it  will  have 
sufficient  funds  for  its  20  year  State  of  Good  Repair  Capital  Improvement  Program,  which 
includes  the  capital  cost  of  the  Central  Subway  Project  (Alternative  3A).  Alternative  3B  is 
estimated  to  have  a  lower  capital  cost  and  would  therefore  result  in  a  smaller  shortfall 
whereas  Alternative  2  would  result  in  a  larger  shortfall  due  to  its  higher  capital  cost." 

The  first  two  sentences,  fifth  paragraph,  page  8-14  are  revised  as  follows: 

"Systemwide,  the  MTA  estimates  that  Muni  will  have  an  not  experience-operating 
shortfalls  begiiming  in  2011  that  continues  through  the  end  of  the  evaluation  period. 
Although  a  cumulative  20  year  budget  deficit  of  $2.6  billion  is  shown  in  Table  8  8,  tThc 
MTA  is  required  to  have  a  balanced  operating  budget  every  year  pursuant  to  the  City 
Charter." 

The  second  sentence,  second  paragraph,  page  8-15  is  revised  as  follows: 


Central  Subway  Project  Final  SEIS/SEIR  -  Volume  II 


5-77 


5.0:  STAFF  INITIATED  CHANGES 


"FTA  considers  the  amount  of  Section  5309  New  Starts  funding  available  when  it 
signs  a  Full  Funding  Grant  Agreement,  and  outside  of  New  York  City,  the  largest 
FFGA  awarded  has  been  $750  miUion.' 

The  last  sentence,  fourth  paragraph,  page  8-15  is  revised  as  follows: 

"Two  general  sales  tax  measures  failed  a  public  vote  in  2004;  however,  the  reauthorized 
Proposition  K  sales  tax  dedicated  to  transit  was  approved  by  75  percent  of  voters  in  2003 
and  Proposition  A,  which  secured  parking  revenues  for  use  bv  the  MTA  was  passed  in 
November  2007." 

The  following  text  is  added  to  the  end  of  the  first  paragraph,  page  8-16: 

"In  addition,  as  a  result  of  Proposition  E,  the  MTA  would  receive  a  base  amount  of 
revenue  from  the  General  Fund  annuallv,  which  stabilizes  the  annual  budgeting  process." 

The  last  paragraph,  page  8-16  and  continuing  to  the  top  of  page  8-17  is  revised  as  follows: 

"As  discussed  in  Section  8.1.3,  the  Central  Subway  Project  must  improve  its  receive  a 
federal  New  Starts  Cost  Effectiveness  Rating  from  "Medium  Low"  to  of  "Medium"  from 
the  FTA  to  receive  a  Full  Funding  Grant  Agreement  (FFGA),  which  is  needed  to  and 
receive  a  significant  portion  of  the  Project's  capital  funding.  The  MTA  is  working  to 
reduce  the  Project's  capital  cost  as  well  as  preparing  an  Action  Plan  to  resolve,  issues  that 
the  Federal  Transit  Administration  has  indicated  need  to  be  addressed. — Even  with  a 
Medium  rating  for  Costs  Effectiveness,  there  is  no  assurance  of  New  Starts  funding.  The 
New  Starts  program  is  scheduled  to  expire  in  2009  unless  it  is  reauthorized  by  Congress, 
and  many  other  projects  nationwide  are  competing  for  available  funds.  The  level  of  New 
Starts  funding  the  MTA  is  seeking  for  the  Project  is  unprecedented  outside  of  New  York 
Gitvr  Finally  a  New  Starts  FFGA  does  not  guarantee  that  the  annual  grant  for  Even  if  the 
MTA  receives  a  New  Starts  funding  commitment  form  FTA,  there  is  also  a  risk  that  New 
Starts  funds  will  be  appropriated  bv  Congress  in  accordance  with  the  funding  schedule  in 
the  FFGA." 

The  first  sentence,  third  paragraph,  page  8-17  is  revised  as  follows: 

"Proposition  E,  approved  bv  the  San  Francisco  voters  in  2000,  created  a  Municipal 
Transportation  fund  that  is  dedicated  to  transit  operations." 
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The  first  two  sentences,  fourth  paragraph,  page  8-17  is  revised  as  follows: 

"The  MTA  has  indicated  ilf  federal  capital  funds  are  not  received  according  to  the 
amounts  or  schedule  as  planned,  or  if  the  federal  funding  stream  is  lengthened  beyond  the 
projected  cash  flow,  the  MTA  would  will  pursue  additional  bond  financing  through  the 
City  and  County  of  San  Francisco  and/or  financing  through  the  SFCTA." 

The  last  paragraph,  page  8-17  is  revised  as  follows: 

"Additional  finance  risk  lies  mostly  in  variations  in  interest  rates,  construction  costs,  and 
ridership  on  the  existing  system  that  could  affect  the  total  capital  cost  estimate.  Both  long 
term  and  short  term  borrowing  are  dependent  on  this  variable.  These  risks  can  be 
mitigated  through  staging  the  construction  of  the  project,  controlling  the  growth  of  service, 
raising  fares,  redefining  the  scope  of  the  project,  and  introducing  short  and  long  term 
financing  strategies." 

The  first  paragraph,  page  8-18  is  revised  as  follows: 

"A  downside  sensitivity  analysis  on  the  MTA  20  year  Financial  Plan,  with  operating  and 
capital  revenue  reduced  by  5  percent  and  operating  and  capital  expenditures  increased  by  5 
percent  was  developed.  These  projections  increase  the  20  year  budget  shortfall  from  $2.6 
biUion  to  $5.0  billion.  An  upside  sensitivity  analysis  on  the  20  year  Financial  Plan  with 
revenues  increased  by  5  percent  and  expenditures  decreased  by  5  percent  shows  the  MTA 
with  a  20  year  deficit  of  $0.3  billion.  An  uncertainty  analysis  using  a  "Monte  Carlo" 
simulation  was  undertaken  to  assess  the  financial  risks  of  the  project  on  MTA  over  a  30- 
year  period.  This  simulation  tool  provides  a  probability  distribution  of  potential  project 
financing  out-comes  that  reflects  all  possible  outcomes  of  risk  variable  values.  The  Monte 
Carlo  simulation  determined  that  the  mean  of  the  average  annual  revenue  required  over  the 
30-year  period  of  analysis  is  $134  million  for  a  mean  30-year  total  future  capital  revenue 
of  $4  billion  required  to  sustain  MTA  programs.  The  MTA  would  not  experience  a  deficit 
over  this  period." 

Chapter  9.0  Evaluation  of  Alternatives  -  Environmental  Benefits 

A  New  Starts  Evaluation  Process  Update  has  been  inserted  at  the  beginning  of  Chapter  9.0.  Refer  to 
Volume  I  of  the  complete  text. 
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Table  9-2,  page  9-4  is  revised  as  follows: 


TABLE  9-2 

SUMMARY  OF  MOBILITY  IMPROVEMENTS  EVALUATION 


Performance  Measures 

No 

Project/TSM 
Alternative 

Central  Subway  Alternatives 

Enhanced 
EIS/EIR 
Alignment 

Fourth/Stockton 
Alignment 
Option  A 

Fourth/Stockton 
Alignment 
Option  B 

F  1  /\  X  criUrillallLI:  iTiCtftMirca 

flUUlb  Ul  1  lallapUI  LallUIl  LJoCI  DCI1C1IL& 

\j 

l^UVV  HILUUIC  OUUaCIlUlUo  oCIvCU 

• 

3 

J-'lliUluyilldlL  iNCdl  Oldliuilo 

ct 

• 

3 

• 

Local  Performance  Measures 

Daily  Linked  Transit  Trips 

o 

• 

-3-3 

■3-3 

Exclusive  ROW  for  Transit 

O 

• 

• 

• 

Travel  Time  Between  Selected  Origins  &  Destinations 

C5 

3 

• 

3 

Average  Operating  Speed  for  Transit 

3 

3 

3 

3 

Compatibility  with  SFTA's  Four-Corridor  Plan 

C5 

• 

• 

• 

•-High,  •-Medium  High,  3 -Medium,  (5 -Medium  Low,  O-Low 

The  second  sentence,  last  paragraph,  page  9-4  is  revised  as  follows: 

"The  No  Project/TSM  Alternative  would  result  in  the  greatest  travel  times  for  Muni 
passengers  between  Fourth  and  King  Streets  and  Chinatown  and  transit  ridership  in  the 
Corridor  would  be  about  nine  percent  at  least  10  minutes  slower  than  if  the  Central 
Subway  was  implemented." 

The  text  on  page  9-5  and  continuing  to  the  first  line  of  page  9-6  is  revised  as  follows: 

"these  factors,  the  weekday  transit  ridership  of  147,450  124,200  passengers  under 
the  No  Project/TSM  Alternative  would  be  the  lowest  of  any  alternative. 
Alternative  2  -  Enhanced  EIS/EIR  Alignment 

The  Enhanced  EIS/EIR  Alignment  would  have  in-vehicle  travel  time  savings  of  64-5.8 
minutes  from  Fourth/King  Streets  to  Third  and  Market  Streets  and  10.0  minutes  from 
Fourth/King  Streets  to  the  Chinatown  Station  compared  to  the  No  Project/TSM 
Alternative  due  to  the  more  direct  route  and  the  addition  of  1.75  miles  of  exclusive  right- 
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of-way.  The  Enhanced  EIS/EIR  AHgnment  would  improve  service  to  the  substantial 
number  of  low  income  households  and  employment  centers  along  the  Corridor  resulting  in 
an  increase  of  15.160  21,000  transit  riders  over  the  No  Project/TSM  Alternative  to  a  total 
of  162.610  145,200  average  daily  transit  riders,  including  89,790  76,300  rail  passengers. 
The  split  of  service  between  the  Third  and  Fourth  Street  corridors  in  the  South  of  Market 
would  slightly  extend  the  market  reach  to  low  income  households.  The  Enhanced 
EIS/EIR  Alignment  would  be  fiilly  compatible  with  citywide  and  area-specific  plans. 

Alternative  3  -  Fourth/Stockton  Alignment  Option  A  (LP A) 

The  Fourth/Stockton  Alignment  Option  A  would  have  the  greatest  travel  time  savings 
(12.4  minutes  over  the  No  Project/TSM  Alternative  from  Fourth/King  to  Chinatown 
Station  and  ^^3-7.0  minutes  to  Market  Street)  and  would  add  approximately  1.7  miles  of 
exclusive  right-of-way  for  transit.  The  Fourth/Stockton  Alignment  Option  A  would  attract 
about  11,660  19,000  new  weekday  riders  over  the  No  Project/TSM  Alternative,  for  a  total 
average  weekday  ridership  of  162,110  143,200,  which  would  be  slightly  lower  than  the 
ridership  increases  achieved  with  the  Enhanced  EIS/EIR  Alignment.  This  would  include 
88,840  77,600  rail  passengers.  This  alternative  would  see  the  greatest  increase  in  rail 
ridership  among  the  alternatives.  While,  the  Fourth/Stockton  Alignment  Option  A  would 
not  serve  quite  as  many  low  income  households  and  employment  centers  as  the  Enhanced 
EIS/EIR  Alignment,  the  benefits  in  travel  time  savings  would  partially  offset  the  potential 
negative  of  a  smaller  service  area.  This  alternative  would  be  fully  compatible  with  the 
Four  Corridor  Plan  and  other  citywide  and  area-specific  plans. 

Alternative  3  -  Fourth/Stockton  Alignment  Option  B  (Modified  LP  A) 

The  Fourth/Stockton  Alignment  Option  B  would  have  a  travel  time  savings  of  10.7  minutes  from 
Fourth/King  Streets  to  Chinatown  Station  and  6tO-5.6  minutes  to  Market  Street  when  compared  to  the  No 
Project/TSM  Alternative.  Similar  to  Option  A,  approximately  1.7  miles  of  new  exclusive  transit  right-of- 
way  would  be  added  to  the  Muni  System  and  approximately  14,810  18,400  new  daily  transit  riders  would 
be  added  to  the  Corridor,  for  an  average  daily  ridership  of  162,290  142,600  passengers  in  the  Corridor 
including  99,230  76,600  rail  passengers.  This  alternative  would  see  the  greatest  increase  in  rail  ridership 
among  the  alternatives." 

Table  9-4,  page  9-7  is  revised  as  shown  on  the  following  page: 
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TABLE  9-4 

SUMMARY  OF  ENVIRONMENTAL  BENEFITS  EVALUATION 


Performance  Measures 

i>o  r  rojeci/ 1  sivi 
Alternative 

Central  Subway  Alternatives 

Enhanced 
EIS/EIR 
Alignment 

Fourth/Stockton 
Alignment 
Option  A 

Fourth/Stockton 
Alignment 
Option  B 

FTA  Performance  Measures 

Change  in  Regional  Air  Pollutant  Emissions 

O 

9 

(J 

0 

Change  in  Greenhouse  Gases 

O 

9 

(J 

• 

Change  in  Regional  Energy  Consumption 

(3 

9 

(J 

# 

EPA  Air  Quality  Designation 

O 

C? 

Local  Performance  Measures 

Partial  and  Full  Property  Acquisitions 

• 

O 

Affected  Parkland/Cultural  Sites 

• 

9 

Visual,  Noise,  and  Vibration 

• 

(» 

Displaced  Parking  During  Construction 

• 

■a-a. 

•  -High,  • -Medium  High,  3 -Medium,  O -Medium  Low,  O-Low 

Table  9-5,  page  9-9  is  revised  as  follows: 


TABLE  9-5 

CRITERIA  FOR  EVALUATING  OPERATING  EFFICIENCIES 


Criteria/Objective 

Performance  Measure 

FTA  Criteria 

Operating  Efficiencies 

Operating  Cost  per  Passenger  Mile 

Local  Criteria 

Maximize  Transit  Operating  Efficiency  While 
Accommodating  2030  Demand 

Operating  Cost  per  Passenger 
Operating  Cost  per  Revenue  Bus  Hour 
Operating  Cost  per  Revenue  Train  Hour 

Tables  9-6  and  9-7,  page  9-10  are  revised  as  follows: 

TABLE  9-6 
OPERATING  EFFICIENCIES  -  2030 


Performance  Measures 

No  Project/TSM 
Alternative 

Central  Subway  Alternatives 

Enhanced 
EIS/EIR 
Alignment 

Fourth/Stockton 
Alignment 
Option  A 

Fourth/Stockton 
Alignment 
Option  B 

FTA  Performance  Measures 

Svstemwide  Operating  Cost  per  Passenger  Mile*'*             $0.57  $1.24          $0.58  $1.25         $^^§^$1.24          $0.57  $1.24 

Local  Performance  Measures 

Svstemwide  Operating  Cost  per  Passenger'" 

S+T«3-$2.34 

Wt63-$2.31 

$^S&$2.29 

Wt^$2.29 

Bus  Operating  Cost  per  Revenue  Bus  Hour*^' 

$251.00  $140.02 

$209.00  $140.34 

$209.00  $140.32 

$209.00  $140.32 
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Light  Rail  Operating  Cost  per  Revenue  Train 

$303.00  $248.20 

$298.00  $260.32 

$305.00  $259.98 

$299.00  $259.84 

Hour*^^ 

Sources:  2030  base  system  ridership  -  San  Francisco  Model,  January  309?  2008.  and  MTA.  May  2007  AECOM  Consult  Inc..  March  2008, 

Notes:  Includes  Cable  Car  mode. 

Excludes  Cable  Car  mode 

Includes  Historic  Street  Cars  


TABLE  9-7 

SUMMARY  OF  OPERATING  EFFICIENCIES 


Performance  Measures 

No  Project/TSM 
Alternative 

Central  Subway  Alternatives 

Enhanced 
EIS/EIR 
Alignment 

Fourth/Stockton 
Alignment 
Option  A 

Fourth/Stockton 
Alignment 
Option  B 

FTA  Performance  Measures 

Svstemwide  Operating  Cost  per  Passenger 
Mile 

9 

Local  Performance  Measures 

Svstemwide  Operating  Cost  per  Passenger 

O 

Bus  Operating  Cost  per  Revenue  Bus  Hour 

9 

Light  Rail  Operating  Cost  per  Revenue  Train 
Hour 

♦C? 

•  -High,  a -Medium  High,  3 -Medium,  O -Medium  Low,  O-Low 

The  last  sentence,  last  paragraph,  page  9-10  is  revised  as  follows: 

"The  No  Project/TSM  Alternative  would  have  the  highest  operating  cost  per  passenger 
($1.82  $2.34),  afid-but  would  have  the  highest  lowest  operating  cost  per  revenue  bus  hour 
($25100  $140.02)  and  per  revenue  train  hour  ($248.20)  when  compared  to  all  the  Build 
Alternatives  and  would  have  a  higher  operating  cost  per  train  hour  ($303.00)  than  the 
Enhanced  EIS/EIR  or  Fourth/Stockton  Option  B  alignments." 

The  last  paragraph,  page  9-10  and  continuing  as  the  first  paragraph  on  page  9-11  is  revised  as  follows: 

"The  Enhanced  EIS/EIR  Alternative  would  provide  faster  and  more  reliable  transit  service 
than  the  No  Project/TSM  Alternative,  generally  without  a  some  loss  in  operating 
efficiency.  The  operating  costs  per  passenger  ($4t63-$2.31)  would  go  down,  while  the 
operating  costs  per  revenue  bus  hour  ($209.00  $140.34)?  and  per  revenue  train  hour 
($298.00  $260.32)  would  all  go  down  increase  when  compared  to  the  No  Project/TSM. 
The  service  would  be  of  higher  quality  and  capacity  compared  to  the  No  Project/TSM 
Alternative;  however,  the  operating  cost  per  passenger  ($0.58  $1.25)  would  marginally 
increase.  " 
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The  second  and  third  paragraphs  page  9-11  are  revised  as  follows:  • 
"Alternative  3  -  Fourth/Stockton  Alignment  Option  A  (LPA) 

The  Fourth/Stockton  Alignment  Option  A  would  provide  some  systemwide  improvements 
in  operational  efficiency  compared  to  both  the  No  Project/TSM  Alternative  and  the 
Enhanced  EIS/EIR  Alternative.  The  operating  cost  per  passenger  ($1.56  $2.29)  would  be 
lower^  aftd-the  operating  cost  per  passenger  mile  ($0.57  $1.24)  about  the  same,  and  the 
operating  cost  per  bus  hour  ($209.00  $140.32)  would  be  about  the  same  slightlv  lower 
than  Alternative  2,  though  higher  than  the  No  Project/TSM  Alternative,  with  no 
perceptible  decrease  in  operating  efficiency.  This  alternative  would  have  tThe  highest 
operating  cost  per  revenue  train  hour  would  be  $259.98,  which  falls  between  the  other  two 
Build  Alternatives. 

Alternative  3  -  Fourth/Stockton  Alignment  Option  B  (Modified  LPA) 

The  Fourth/Stockton  Alignment  Option  B  has  the  greatest  overall  operating  efficiencies 
are  comparable  to  Alternative  3A  for  passenger  and  passenger  mile  costs  and  for  bus 
operating  costs  per  revenue  bus  hour.  With  the  highest  ridership,  this  alternative  generates 
the  lowest  operating  cost  per  passenger  ($1.52).  The  operating  costs  per  passenger  mile 
($0.57)  and  per  bus  hour  ($209.00)  are  comparable  to  other  Build  Alternatives.  The  This 
alternative  has  the  lowest  operating  cost  per  revenue  train  hour  ($299.00  $259.84)  faHs 
just  below  the  Enhanced  EIS/EIR  Aligrmient  and  is  lower  by  $6.00  than  for  Option  A  of 
all  the  Build  Alternatives." 

The  second  sentence,  first  paragraph,  including  footnote  2,  page  9-12  is  revised  as  follows: 

"The  Table  9-9  incremental  costs  were  calculated  from  Operations  and  Maintenance 
(O&M)  forecasts  developed  in  2006-2008  consistent  with  all  of  the  evaluations  performed 
for  the  SEIS/SEIR.^ 

^       Updated  Operations  &  Maintenance  costs  have  been  pcrformod  for  Alternative  3B  (Modified  Locally  Proforrcd 
Altomativo)  only  and  are  included  in  the  Fiscal  Year  2009  Now  Starts  Report.  The  Fiscal  Year  2007  numbers  used  in  Table 
9  9  are  to  be  only  used  for  comparing  one  alternative  against  another.  Those  are  different  from  the  numbers  submitted  in  the 
Fiscal  Year  2009  Now  Starts  Report.  The  New  Starts  Report  roflocts  tho  most  current  ridership  numbers  and  cost 
effectiveness  for  the  modified  LPA  (Alternative  3B)  and  should  be  used  for  all  othor  circumstances.  See  Appendix  H  for 
updated  fiirther  discussion  of  cost-effectiveness  numbers." 

• 

Table  9-9,  page  9-12  is  revised  as  follows  to  incorporate  updated  cost  effectiveness  benefits: 
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TABLE  9-9 
SUMMARY  OF  COST  EFFECTIVENESS 


Performance  Measures 

No  Project/TSM 
Alternative 

Central  Subway  Alternatives 

Enhanced 
EIS/EIR 
Alignment 

Fourth/Stockton 
Alignment 
Option  A 

Fourth/Stockton 
Alignment  Option  B 

FY  200^9 
New  Starts 

FY  2007^9 
New  Starts 

FY  2007 
New  Starts 

FY  2009 
New  Starts 

Incremental  Cost  per  Hour  of  Transportation 
System  User  Benefit 

$33.58  $30.37 

$22.73  $21.12 

$18.36 

$20.60 
$21.24 

•  High,  a  Medium  High,  9  Medium,  O- Medium  Low,  o  Low 


Note:  An  updated  cost  effectiveness  index  was  calculated  for  Alternative  3B  as  part  of  the  Fiscal  Year  2009  New  Starts  Report 
submitted  to  FTA  in  September  2007.  The  cost-effectiveness  index  for  all  ethef-altematives  is  based  on  the  Fiscal  Year  20072009 
New  Starts  Report.  For  the  Final  SEIS/SEIR,  the  cost  effectiveness  index  will  be  updated  for  all  alternatives. 


The  last  paragraph,  page  9-12  is  revised  as  follows: 

"Alternative  2  has  the  highest  incremental  cost  per  hour  of  transportation  system-user 
benefit  ($33.58  $30.37)  of  all  of  the  build  alternatives  and  would  be  assigned  a  low  cost 
effectiveness  rating  based  on  the  FTA  criteria.  The  MTA  2030  projected  systemwide 
ridership  would  be  higher  lower  in  Alternative  2  than  in  other  alternatives,  but  the  Central 
Subway  Corridor  ridership  would  be  higher,  and  tThe  MTA  revenues  generated  fi-om  this 
alternative  would  also  be  highest  lowest  among  alternatives;  however,  relative  operating 
costs  per  revenue  bus  and  train  hour  for  this  alternative  are  also  high-low,  though  without 
comparable  user  benefits.  This  alternative  would  generate  a  higher  level  of  Central 
Subway  ridership  than  either  Alternative  3A  or  3B,  but  would  generate  lower  ridership  on 
the  Central  Subway  line  than  under  Alternative  3B  and  would  result  in  the  highest  travel 
times  of  all  Build  Alternatives." 

The  first  two  paragraphs,  page  9-13  are  revised  as  follows: 

"Alternative  3  -  Fourth/Stockton  Alignment  Option  A  (LP A) 

Alternative  3A  has  an  incremental  cost  per  hour  of  transportation  system-user  benefit 
($22.73  $21.12),  which  is  an  improvement  over  Alternative  2.  This  cost  would  receive  a 
medium  cost-effectiveness  rating  based  on  FTA  criteria.  This  alternative  would  ha\'e  the 
lowest  projected  ridership  on  the  Central  Subway  line  of  all  Build  Alternatives^  and  would 
ranlc  behind  Alternative  2  but  would  rank  the  highest  in  systemwide  MTA  ridership  and 
projected  revenues.  While  travel  times  are  the  fastest  for  this  alternative,  by  providing 
only  three  stations,  the  accessibility  to  the  system  is  less  with  Alternative  3  A. 
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Alternative  3  -  Fourth/Stockton  Alignment  Option  B  (Modified  LP  A) 

Alternative  3B  has  the  lowest  a  slightly  higher  incremental  cost  per  hour  of  transportation 
system-user  benefit  ($18.36  $21.24)  than  Alternative  3A,  but  would  also  achieveifig  a 
medium  rating,  but  would  ranlc  above  the  other  two  Build  Alternatives  with  respect  to  the 
FTA  cost-effectiveness  criteria.  This  alternative  achieves  the  second  highest  projected 
ridership  of  all  Build  Alternatives,  falling  just  below  Alternative  3  A.  It  improves  by 
improving  travel  times  over  the  No  Project/TSM  Alternative  and  Alternative  2  and  also 
providesiftg  a  high  level  of  system  accessibility.  The  resulting  user  benefits  offset  the 
higher  systemwide  costs  and  lower  system  wide  revenues  projected  for  Alternative 
^BrThese  factors  give  Alternative  3B  the  best  overall  performance  in  operating 
efficiencies  (refer  to  Table  9-6V' 

Table  9-13,  page  9-16  is  revised  as  follows: 


TABLE  9-13 

SUMMARY  OF  OTHER  LOCAL  EVALUATION  FACTORS 


Performance  Measures 

No 

Project/TSM 
Alternative 

Central  Subway  Alternatives 

Enhanced 
EIS/EIR 
Alignment 

Fourth/Stockton 
Alignment 
Option  A 

Fourth/Stockton 
Alignment 
Option  B 

Travel  Time  from  Fourth/King  to  Market/Third/Fourth 

O 

-9-9 

• 

9-9 

Travel  Time  from  Fourth/King  to  Stockton/W ashington 

(5 

9 

• 

9 

Parking  supply  and  on-street  loading  zones  on  or  near 
Third/Fourth  Streets  and  Stockton  Street 

• 

O 

9 

9 

Community  Acceptance  and  Political  Support 

(5 

3 

9 

• 

•  -High,  ^-Medium  High,  3-Medium,  C? -Medium  Low,  O-Low 

The  second  and  third  sentences,  third  paragraph,  page  9-17  are  revised  as  follows: 

"The  Fourth/Stockton  Alignment  Option  B  would  result  in  a  net  loss  of  82  on-street 
parking  spaces  along  the  Central  Subway  Corridor  (79  with  mixed-flow  operations)  and 
59  off-street  spaces  at  the  Ellis/O'Farrell  and  Union  Square  garages.  In  terms  of  the 
community  acceptance  and  political  support  objective,  the  Fourth/Stockton  Alignment 
Option  B  likely  have  the  greatest  public  support  of  the  Build  Alternatives  as  it  provides 
the  highest  level  of  ridership^  and-the  greatest  level  of  accessibility  by  improving  the  direct 
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connections  between  Visitacion  Valley  and  Chinatown,  and  minimizes  the  impact  on  park 
lands." 

Table  9-15,  page  9-18  is  revised  as  follows: 

TABLE  9-15 

SUMMARY  OF  LOCAL  FINANCIAL  COMMITMENT 


Performance  Measures 

No 

Project/TSM 
Alternative 

Central  Subway  Alternatives 

Enhanced 
EIS/EIR 
Alignment 

Fourth/Stockto 
n  Alignment 
Option  A 

Fourth/Stockton 
Alignment 
Option  B 

FTA  Performance  Measures 

Stability  and  Reliability  of  Capital  Financing  Plan 

3 

3 

Stability  and  Reliability  of  Operating  Financing  Plan 

(5 

3 

3 

3 

Local  Share  to  Project  Costs 

• 

• 

• 

Capital  Costs  Compared  to  Funding 

3 

3 

Operating  Costs  Compared  to  Funding 

3 

3 

3 

•-High,  » -Medium  High,  3 -Medium,  C5 -Medium  Low,  O-Low 

The  second  and  third  sentences,  last  paragraph,  page  9-19  are  revised  as  follows: 

"Funding  for  this  alternative  would  fall  just  short  of  the  funds  required  to 
implement  the  Project.  Additional  funds  would  need  to  be  secured  to  address 
escalation  costs  for  implementation  of  the  Project  (see  Chapter  8.0,  Financial 
Feasibilit>'^,  for  a  more  detailed  discussion  of  the  Project  cost  escalation  factors). 
This  alternative  is  the  only  alternative  that  is  fully  funded." 

Chapter  10.0  Section  4(f) 

The  second  and  third  paragraphs,  page  10-29  are  revised  as  follows: 

"Noise,  dust,  and  vibration  would  temporarily  affect  the  recreational  enjoyment  of  the 
eastern  portion  of  Union  Square  until  the  initial  station  excavation  is  decked  over  and 
construction  activities  can  occur  below  the  surface.  It  would  take  approximately  two 
months  for  the  station  to  be  excavated  and  excavation  to  be-decked  over. 

The  decked  cut  and  cover  excavation  of  the  subway  station  at  Union  Square  would  require 
the  closure  of  two  lanes  (out  of  four)  on  Stockton  Street  for  the  duration  of  station 


Central  Subway  Project  Final  SEIS/SEIR  -  Volume  II 


5-87 


5.0:  STAFF  INITIATED  CHANGES 


construction,  approximately  6636  months.  Spoils  generated  from  excavation  of  Union 
Square  Station  and  the  guideway  tunnels  north  of  Union  Square  would  be  hauled  to 
surface  streets  for  off-site  disposal.  Overall  construction  at  Union  Square  for  Alternative  2 
is  6648  months.  No  portion  of  the  park  would  be  used  as  a  construction  staging  area." 

The  bullet  at  the  bottom  of  page  10-3 1  is  revised  as  follows: 

•    "The  sidewalk  on  the  western  side  of  Stockton  Street  along  the  Square  would  be 
closed  for  the  duration  of  station  construction  (6654  months)." 

The  last  sentence,  second  paragraph,  page  10-32  is  revised  as  follows: 

"The  entire  duration  of  construction  for  this  alternative  would  be  66  months." 

The  last  sentence,  second  paragraph,  page  10-34  is  revised  as  follows: 

"The  overall  construction  duration  for  the  alternative  is  ^60  months." 

The  last  sentence,  first  paragraph,  page  10-37  is  revised  as  follows: 

"Excavation,  ground  support,  and  structural  work  for  the  station  would  require 
approximately  66-36  months." 

The  second  to  last  sentence,  first  paragraph,  page  10-39  is  revised  as  follows: 

"Construction  of  the  Chinatown  Station  and  tail  track  tunnel  would  require  approximately 
66-36  months." 

The  first  sentence,  last  paragraph,  page  10-39  is  revised  as  follows: 

"The  neftb-east  elevation  wall  of  the  demolished  building  would  be  left  in  tact  or  a 
temporary  noise  barrier  would  be  constructed  during  the  subway  station  construction  to 
minimize  noise  and  dust  effects  on  the  adjacent  alleyway  and  playground." 

The  last  sentence,  second  paragraph,  page  10-42  is  deleted  as  noted  below: 

"Concurrence  from  the  SHPQ  of  "de  minimis"  effects  has  been  requested." 
The  second  to  the  last  sentence,  first  paragraph,  page  10-43  is  revised  as  follows: 
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"If  impacts  to  a  resource  have  been  determined  "de  minimis,"  the  Section  4(f)  evaluation 
process  is  considered  complete  for  that  resource  once  concurrence  is  obtained  from 
officials  with  jurisdiction  over  the  Park,  recreation  area,  and  from  the  SHPO  [concurrence 
is  needed]." 

The  last  sentence,  second  paragraph,  page  10-43  is  replaced  with  the  following  text: 

"  These  avoidance  alternatives  would  be  deleted  from  this  section  of  the  Final  SEIS/SEIR 
if  concurrence  for  "de  minimis"  impacts  occurs  between  Draft  and  Final  SEIS/SEIR.  The 
Recreation  and  Parks  Commission  concurred  with  the  de  minimis  finding  on  February  21, 
2008  ("see  Appendix  J),  therefore  the  following  avoidance  alternatives  are  not  applicable." 

The  following  text  is  added  after  the  third  sentence,  first  paragraph,,  page  10-44: 

"The  preferred  alternative  was  also  reviewed  with  the  Union  Square  Association  and  the 
Union  Square  Merchants  Association,  and  at  public  meetings." 

The  last  sentence,  second  paragraph,  page  10-46  is  revised  as  follows: 

"Measures  to  minimize  harm  to  Section  4(f)  resources  will  be  finalized  included  in  the 
Final  SEIS/SEIR  and  will  be  included  in  the  Mitigation  and  Monitoring  Plan  and  in 
construction  specifications  and  plans  for  the  project." 

The  potential  feasible  and  prudent  alternatives  for  Washington  Square  identified  in  Table  10-6,  page  10-48 
are  revised  as  follows: 


Washington  Square 

Local 

Air  quality, 

Consider  relocation 

Minimize  noise 

landmark 

vibration  and  noise 

of  Relocate 

and  dust  impacts 

impacts  associated 

excavation  shaft  to 

with  buffer  walls; 

with  construction. 

the  North  or  South 

off-haul  during 

Access  limited 
temporarily  on  the 
Columbus  Avenue 

of  park  along 
Columbus  Avenue 

non-peak  hours 

side  of  Park. 

The  last  sentence,  second  paragraph,  page  10-49  is  deleted  as  noted  below: 

"Concurrence  with  this  finding  by  the  SHPO  and  Cit>^  Historic  Presenilation 
Officer  has  boon  requested." 

The  last  sentence,  fourth  paragraph,  page  10-49  is  revised  as  follows: 
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"Detailed  measures  to  minimize  harm  to  historic  resources  will  be  developed  during  are 
part  of  the  Final  Section  106  and  SEIS/SEIR  phase." 


Chapter  11.0  Coordination  and  Consultation 

The  following  Community  Outreach  Presentations  and  Briefings  are  added  to  the  end  of  Table  11-3,  page 
11-7: 


Asian  Heritaee  Street  Celebration 

05-1-2007 

Folsom  Street  near  Fourth  Street 

S.F.  Arts  Commission  Civic  Design  Committee 

05-21-2007 

25  Van  Ness  Avenue,  Suite  70 

S.  F.  Arts  Commission  Visual  Arts  Committee 

06-11-2007 

25  Van  Ness  Avenue,  Suite  70 

SPUR 

06-20-2007 

312  Sutter  Street,  5th  Fl 

Market  Street  Association,  Board  of  Directors 

06-25-2007 

SMWM  Offices,  989  Market,  3rd  Fl 

Metropolitan  Transportation  Commission 

06-27-2007 

MTC  Offices 

Transportation  Forum  with  Mayor  Newsom 

06-30-2007 

Jean  Parker  Elementary  School 
840  Broadway  at  Powell  Street 

Sierra  Club  Executive  Board 

07-16-2007 

SPUR 

312  Sutter  Street,  Suite  500 

Senior  Action  Network,  Pedestrian  Safety  Committee 

07-18-2007 

965  Mission  Street 

Mayor's  Pedestrian  Safety  Advisory  Council 

07-23-2007 

City  Hall,  Room  408 

Women's  Transportation  Seminar 

7-26-2007 

Atrium,  101  California 

Building  Owners  &  Managers  Association  -  Gov't  & 
Public  Affairs  Committee 

08-01-2007 

233  Sansome  Street,  8th  Floor 

SF  Chamber  of  Commerce-Public  Policy  Forum 

08-09-2007 

235  Montgomery,  12th  Fl 

Chinatown  Station  Location  Site  Meeting 

08-09-2007 

City  Hall 

Bayview  District  Advisory  Council  Meeting 

08-10-2007 

Bayview  Police  Station 
201  Williams  St. 

S.F.  Recreation  &  Park  Commission 

08-16-2007 

City  Hall,  Room  41 6 

Central  Subway  Community  Advisory  Group  Meeting 

08-22-2007 

SFMTA,  One  S.  Van  Ness  Ave.,  3rd  Floor 

District  3  Democratic  Club  Transportation  Forum 

09-10-2007 

Bocce  Cafe 

478  Green  Street  at  Grant 

North  Beach  Chamber  of  Commerce,  Board  of  Directors 
Meeting 

09-11-2007 

Citibank  Building,  580  Green  St,  Mezzanine 

Telegraph  Hill  Dwellers 

09-11-2007 

TBD 

S.F.  Convention  &  Visitors  Bureau  Executive  Staff 

09-14-2007 

Central  Subway  Proiect  Office 

SF  Immigration  Rights  Summit 

09-15-2007 

Bill  Graham  Civic  Center  Auditorium 

Live  Chinese  Radio  Interview  with  Nat  Ford 

09-18-2007 

SFMTA  Board  of  Directors  Meeting 

09-18-2007 

City  Hall,  Room  400 

Autumn  Moon  Festival 

09-23-2007 

Booth  is  in  Chinatown 

RENEWSF  Board  of  Directors 

(Revitalize  and  Energize  the  Northeast  and  Waterfront  of 
San  Francisco") 

10-04-2007 

Central  Subway  Proiect  Office 

Mary  Peters,  US  DOT  Secretary  Protect  Briefing 

10-16-2007 

TBA 

Transportation  Authority,  Plans  &  Programs  Committee 

10-16-2007 

City  Hall,  Room  263 

SF  Landmarks  Preservation  Advisory  Board 

10-17-2007 

City  Hall,  Room  400 

Environmental  Document  Release  Press  Conference 

10-17-2007 

Four  Seas  Restaurant 
73 1  Grant  Avenue 

SOMA/Union  Square/Downtown  Community  Meeting 

10-30-2007 

Pacific  Energy  Center 
851  Howard  Street 

Yerba  Buena  Alliance  (Community  Meeting") 

11-01-2007 

UCB  Extension 
965  Third  Street 

SF  Planning  Commission 

11-01-2007 

City  Hall,  Room  400 

Chinatown  Families  Economic  Self-Sufficiency  Coalition 

11-02-2007 

17  Walter  Lum  Place  (the  alleyway  facing 

Portsmouth  Square). 

SF  Landmarks  Preservation  Advisory  Board 

11-07-2007 

City  Hall.  Room  400 

Chinatown  Station  Site  Workshop 

11-07-2007 

City  Hall 
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Chinatown/North  Beach  Communitv  Meeting 

11-08-2007 

Gordon  J.  Lau  Elementary  School 
950  Clay  Street 

Central  Subway  Communitv  Advisory  Group  Meeting 

11-13-2007 

SFMTA  Office 

One  South  Van  Ness,  3rd  Main  Conference 

SF  Convention  &  Visitors  Bureau  Board  of  Directors 
Meeting 

11-14-2007 

Firehouse,  At  Fort  Mason 

Entrance  at  Marina  Blvd  &  Buchanan  Street 

SF  Planning  Commission  Meeting 

11-15-2007 

City  Hall  Room  400 

Senator  Boxer's  Aide  Proiect  Visit 

11-16-2007 

Chinese  Consolidated  Benevolent  Association 

12-01-2007 

843  Stockton  Street 

Chinatown  Presbyterian  Church 

12-02-2007 

Central  Subway  Art  Program  Presentation 

12-12-2007 

Chinese  Cultural  Foundation 

The  following  name  is  added  to  the  Chinatown  representation  from  the  Community  Advisory  Group: 
"David  Chiu  -  Grassroots  Enterprise" 

APPENDICES 

The  following  three  appendices  are  added  following  Appendix  H: 

I.        MITIGATION  MONITORING  AND  REPORTING  PROGRAM 

J.        SECTION  4(F)  "DE  MINIMIS"  CONCURRENCE  LETTERS  FROM 
RECREATION  AND  PARKS  DEPARTMENT  AND  FTA 

K.       SHADOW  ANALYSIS,  ALTERNATIVE  3B,  CHINATOWN  STATION 

See  Volume  I  for  text  of  new  appendices. 

Tables  E-1  through  E-4,  pages  E-4  to  E-7  and  Table  E-7,  page  E-10  are  revised  as  noted  on  the 
following  pages. 

Tables  E-9  to  E-1 1,  pages  E- 11  to  E-1 3  are  revised  as  noted  on  the  following  pages. 
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TABLE  E-9 


EXISTING  PARKING  CONDITIONS 


SEGMENT 

APPROXIMATE  NUMBER 
OF  ON-STREET  PARKING 
SPACES 

NUMBER  AND 
PERCENTAGE 
OCCUPIED 

NOTES 

WEST 

EAST 

TOTAL 

NO. 

% 

Third  Street: 

King  to  Townsend  Streets 

13 

10 

23 

20 

87 

Townsend  to  Brannan  Streets 

19 

16 

35 

20 

57 

Brannan  to  Bryant  Streets 

21 

13 

34 

25 

74 

Subtotal  (Third  Street) 

53 

39 

92 

65 

71 

Fourth  Street: 

King  to  Townsend  Streets 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Townsend  to  Brannan  Streets 

5 

15 

20 

14 

70 

Brannan  to  Bryant  Streets 

20 

16 

36 

30 

83 

Bryant  to  Harrison  Streets' 

17 

12 

29 

N/A 

N/A 

Subtotal  (Fourth  Street) 

42 
(25) 

43 
(31) 

85 
(56) 

(44) 

(79) 

With  Bryant  and  Harrison 
(Without  Bryant  and  Harrison) 

Stockton  Street: 

Geary  to  Post  Streets 

0 

10 

10 

4 

40 

Clay  to  Washington  Streets 

11 

3 

14 

11 

79 

Washington  to  Jackson  Streets 

8 

11 

20 

18 

90 

Subtotal  (Stockton  Street) 

44-19 

4^25 

3444 

4^33 

63-75 

TOTAL  CORRIDOR^ 

W6-114 

mm 

95-107 

mm. 

304-221 
(W3) 
(192) 

(142) 

(74) 

With  Bryant  and  Harrison 
(Without  Bryant  and  Harrison 

Source:   San  Francisco  Department  of  Parking  and  Traffic,  October  2006  and  May  2007.  Revised  January  2008. 
'    This  segment  of  Fourth  Street  was  under  construction  during  the  recent  counts.  Therefore,  no  parking  occupancy 
data  was  available. 
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TABLE  E-10 


2030  PARKING  CONDITIONS 


SEGMENT 

APPROXIMATE  NUMBER  OF  ON-STREET  PARKING  SPACES 

NO  PROJECT  / 

TSM 
ALTERNATIVE 

ENHANCED 
EIS/EIR 
ALTERNATIVE 

FOURTH / 
STOCKTON 
ALTERNATIVE 
OPTION  A  (LP A) 

FOURTH / STOCKTON 

ALTERNATIVE 
OPTION  B  (MODIFIED 
LPA) 

Third  Street: 

King  to  Townsend 
Brannan  Streets 

23 

0 

23 

23 

Townsend  to  Brannan 
Streets 

35 

35 

35 

35 

Brarman  to  Bryant  Streets 

34 

0 

34 

34 

Subtotal 
(Third  Street) 

92 

35 

92 

92 

Fourth  Street: 

King  to  Townsend  Streets 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Townsend  to  Brannan 
Streets 

20 

20 

2 

Semi-Exclusive 
0-2 

Mixed-Flow 
5 

Brannan  to  Bryant  Streets 

36 

0 

36 

Semi-Exclusive 
7 

Mixed-Flow 
3-7 

Bryant  to  Harrison  Streets 

29 

29 

29 

Both 
0 

Subtotal 
(Fourth  Street) 

85 

49 

67 

Semi-Exclusive 
7-9 
Mixed-Flow 
^12 

Stockton  Street: 

Geary  to  Post  Streets 

10 

2 

5 

10 

Clay  to  Washington  Streets 

14 

4 

8 

10 

Washington  to  Jackson 
Streets 

20 

20 

20 

18 

Subtotal 

3444 

^26 

45-33 

3^38 

TOTAL  CORRIDOR 

3W-221 

90-110 

4^192 

Semi-Exclusive 
44^139 
Mixed-Flow 
430-142 

Source:    San  Francisco  Department  of  Parking  and  Traffic,  October  2006  and  Mav  2007.  Revised  .laniiaiT  2008. 
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TABLE  E-U 

ESTIMATED  PM  PEAK  PERIOD  RIDERSHIP 
BY  CENTRAL  SUBWAY  STATION 
2030  CONDITIONS 


STATION 

2030  NO 
PROJECT  /TSM 

2030  ENHANCED 
EIS/EIR 
ALIGNMENT 

2030  FOURTH  / 
STOCKTON 
ALIGNMENT 
OPTION  A  (LP A) 

Z\lJ\3  PKJVK.I  tl  / 

STOCKTON 
ALIGNMENT 
OPTION  B 
(MODIFIED  LPA) 

Fourth  and  King 

9,&m  8,200 

9,800 

9.40^8,900 

Fourth  and  Brannan 

^MQ  1.500 

Third  (between  King  and 
Townsend) 

-h««0  1,800 

Moscone 

2^  2.400 

-tT80©  1,700 

4t740  1.300 

Market  Street 

7t«0  6,500 

7,000 

%S€Q  6.700 

Union  Square 

4^rWO-800 

Chinatown 

^T&iQ  2,700 

^T^3.900 

TOTAL  IN  CORRIDOR: 

22,400 

23.270  22.400 

27^22,100 

Source:  San  Francisco  Model.,  January  2007.  Revised  January  2008 


NOTE:  Under  Alternative  3B  up  to  three  parking  spaces  would  potentially  be  removed  on  the  north  side  of  Ellis  Street  to 
accommodate  the  expansion  of  the  One  Stockton  Street  (the  Apple  Store)  access/egress  into  the  public  sidewalk  area. 
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